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Preface

MERICA’S schools are largely responsible for America’s
\ future. All (or most) of the adults of the next genera-
tion will have gone through the schools and will have been
affected Ly what the schools do to and for them. If we accept
this notion, we must also accept the fact that the citizens of
today were also to a large extent shaped by this nation’s
schools. In those areas in which we have been successful,
the schools are largely responsible~—~and, conversely, in those
areas where we have failed, the schools are also accountable.
If our population lacks a sense of mission, the schools did
not do their share in helping to develop it. If our population
has prejudicial attitudes toward racial or religiosts minor-
ities, it is berause our schools have been unsuccessful in
dealing with them. If our population cannot successfully
cope with our basic social problens, it is because our schools
did not teachthem the skills and the knowledges they needed.
If our population is SHECESSfI'g in achieving a high degree of
affluence, it is because the schools contributed toward this
end.
Good schools, which successfully prepare our children to
deal effectively with their problems, to perform their roles

vii




in society competently, and to achieve a state of healthy self-
fulfillment, don’t just happen. They emerge through care-
ful planning and, most of all, through effective leadership.
In this context, the principal is certainly the key. The find-
ings of this study, involving visits with more than 300
elementary school principals throughout this nation, con-
firm this notion.

Children will someday bless the good schools it was their
right to attend—and those who were required to attend
the poor schools will suffer in innumerable ways as this right
was denied.

This study makes visible the state of leadership provided
to this nation’s elementary schools in a time of crises. The
focus was net to evaluate schools and principals, but some
conclusions are inevitably evaluative. The data contained
clues which helped to identify the characteristics of the most
successful principals and their schools as well as the char-
acteristics of the least successful principals and their schools.

KEITH GOLDHAMMER
School of Education
Oregon State University
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Conclusions

FrTHE Focus of this study is on the elementary school princi-
]jpals’ perceptions of their problems. No one can intelli-
gently administer a school in today’s world without recog-
nizing the difficult problems associated with the task. Some
principils obviously are near the point of helplessrless ; other

thar I’ESPDI’LSIbﬂItlES and thus they prov1de exce]lent leader-
ship for their schools. A review of the data presented in this
studv Ieads to the canclusiaﬁ that the causes for *.:he lequF

mentary schcol prmmpals of the country—those who prc)=
v1de competent leadershlp as Well as those who don t—are

lenglng educatlon!

A considerable range of conditions exists in the elementary
schools throughout the country. For this reason, the inter-
viewers labeled the outstanding educational institutions
“beacons of brilliance” and the extremely poor schools “pot-
holes of pestilence.”

In the “beacons of brllhance the principals are charis-
matic leaders; they seem to instill enthusiasm in their

Q 1 .




teachers. The teaching staffs seem to be working as teams
because their morale was high, their services extend be-
yond normal expectations. Teachers and principals, along
with parents, constantly appraise the effectiveness of the
schools in an attempt to devise new programs and strategies
to cvercome deficiencies. Pr rograms of study are adaptable
and emphasis in the instructional program is placed on
children’s needs. Principals are confident they can provide
relevant, purposive learning without having to lean on
traditional crutches. “Beacons of brilliance” are found in
all of the different types of communities studied, but not in
sufficient numbers.

The “potholes of pestilence,” on the other hand, result
from weak Ieadership and official neglect. The buildings,
Iearning and chﬂd growth, The. schools are poorly staffecl
and equipped. The morale of teachers and pupils is low;
where control i1s maintained, fear is one of the essential
strategies employed. Instructional programs are traditional,
ritualistic, and poorly related to student needs. The schools
are characterized by unenthusiasm, squalor, and ineffective-
ness. The principals are just serving out their time.

The principals of the “beacons of brilliance” have several
characteristics in common:

1. Most did not intend to beconie principals. Most indicated that
they had intended to teach but were encouraged to become
priﬂcipals by their Supefiorsi

Crltlclzed far falhng tD learn or for havmg behavloral chFﬁ,cul—
ties. The principals felt that these were problems that the
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school was established to correct, thus the administrators
emphasized their responsibilities toward the solution of chil-
dren’s problems.

3. They had an ability to work effectively with people and to

secure their cooperation. They were prcud of their teachers
and accepted them as professionally dedicated and competent
people. They inspired confidence and developed enthusiasm.
The principals used group processes effectively ; listened well
to parents, teachers, ;. nd pupils ; and appeared to have intuitive
skill and empathy for their associates.

. They were aggressive in securing recognition of the needs of

their schools. They frequently were critical of the restraints
imposed by the central office and of the inadequate resources.
They found it difficult to live within the constraints of the
bureaucracy ; they frequently violated the chain of command,
seeking relief for their problems from whatever sources that
were potentially useful.

5. They were enthusiastic as principals and accepted their re-

sponsibilities as a mission rather than as a job. They recog-
nized their role in current social problems. The ambiguities
that surround them and their work were of less significance
than the goals they fe!t were important to achieve. As a result,
they found it possible to live with the ambiguities of their
position.

. They were commiitted to education and could distinguish be-

tween long-term and short-term educational goals. Conse-
quently, they fairly well had established philosophies of the
role of education and their relationship within it.

. They were adaptable. If they discovered something was not

working, they could make the necessary shifts and embark
with some security on new paths.

. They were able strategists. They could identify their objec-

tives and plan means to achieve them. They expressed concern
for the identification of the most appropriate procedures
through which change could be secured.

AN l 1
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AnMpicuous ROLE

school principal today is the general ambiguity of his posi-
tion in the educational community. There is no viable, sys-
tematic rationale for the elementary school principalship
to determine expectations for performance; no criteria exists
through which performance can be measured.

Although most districts have regulations with which prin-
cipals are expected to comply, full specifications rarely are
in evidence. The principal must depend on the matters dis-
cussed with him or for which he feels he may be held account-
abie to obtain the cuss as to what is expected of him,

In addition, both the central office and the teachers within
a building—and the parents, too, for that matter—can so
affect the nature of the position that they can practically
force the principal to perform a particular role. Under these
circumstances, what the principal wants the role to be, or
what he feels it should be, is not a matter of primary im-
portance.

The comiments of the elementary school principals indi-

~cate that they believe they generally are viewed by their

superiors and by community citizens as subprofessionals
rather than as administrators with full professional status
and prerogatives. Within the context of the school organi-
zation, the status of the elementary school principal prob-
ably accounts for many of the practices that principals
consider discriminatory. For example, elementary school
principals generally are the lowest paid administrative per-
sonnel in the school district and they do not have the inde-

42



Conclusions 5

pendence in the operation of their buildings accorded to
secondary school principals.

Increasingly, the elementary school principal appears to
be isolated from involvement in group decision-making that
affects his methed of leadership and determines the operat-
ing patterns within his school. As school districts increase
in size, the elementary school principal becomes just one
more subadmimstrator. Policies for the allocation of re-
sources, the employment of personnel, and the operating
relationships within the district become more bureaucratic
and centralized. The principal, feeling it is essential that he
be able to convey the needs of his school to the central admin-
istration, is concerned that he has little or no opportunity
to participate in districtwide decision-making processes.
He deeply resents being thought of as a “second-class” ad-
ministrator and attributes much of his frustration as an
elementary school principal to this discriminatory situation.

The elementary school principal is equally uneasy about
his relationship to his teaching staff. His association with
teachers, once close, has been compromised by the growing
intensity of teacher militancy. Consequently, the principal
must enforce policies decided around the bargaining table;
he frequently has no voice in formulating these policies,
however, nor has he the opportunity to effectively react to
the agreements reached. He does not know whether he
should represent the board or the teachers and he cannot tell
what the consequences will be for his leadership ability if he
takes either stance.

Even prior to the advent of the problems caused by teacher
militancy and professional negotiations, the elementary

| NA73
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school principal felt isolated and confused about his role.
The rise of these additional problems has only further com-
plicated his dilemuma. FFew, if any, useful guidelines for action
thus far have materialized to aid the principal in alleviating
his confusion.

Principals typically are concerned about the imbalance of
managerial and educational responsibilities inherent in their
position. The principals recognize that they must perform
the managerial or “housekeeping” ciores associated with
being a school building administrator, but they are uncer-
tain about how they might delegate these responsibilities to
obtain more time for supervision, planning, and evaluation.
They see their time usurped by trivialities ; but if they donot
attend to these matters, they may readily be criticized.

The elementary school principal feels imposed on by the
demands of central-office personnel; he feels alienated from
his teaching staff and unjustly left out of the contract nego-
tiations that determine his obligations to them; he feels
helplessly bogged down with the daily duties of maintain-
ing his school; and he is uncer.ain of his relative position in
the district administrative structiire and with respect to the
teachers in his school.

Regardless of these major handicaps, however, it may
be that the elementary school principal avoids performing
some of the duties he claims he should be handling. For
example, principals say they would like to have more time
for the supervision of teachers; many principals, however,
admit that they do not have the necessary skills to develop
adequate supervisory programs within their buildings.
Others say they would like to have more time for program
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neither knawledge nor skﬂl to dctermme how tc_) 111va1ve
teachers or how to get teachers to accept the results.

INADEQUACY oF TRAINING PROGRAMS

In colleges and universities the preparatory p ograms for
the elementary principalship appear to be relics of a past
age. Course content seems to emphasize studies “about”
education. There is little evidence that any real considera-
tion has been given to the experiences that will develop i
prospective elementary school principals the knowledge,
skills, and critical insights needed to assess the consequences
of alternative strategies. Internships and field experiences
are poorly developed or nonexistent in most states. In some
instances, preparatory programs do not differentiate be-
tween the superintendency or the secondary school and the
elementary school principalships. Since these programs are
based on the recognition that administrators generally ad-
vance through the ranks, a generalized preparation program
is provided ; emphasis, poor as it may be, is placed on the
terminal job and functions rather than the steps along the
Serious deficiencies also exist in the certification require-
ments in many states. Some states require no preparation
for the elementary school principalship beyond a teaching
certificate. Other states have requirements that amount to
a full year of preparation beyond the master’s degree. Al-
though the practice appears to be declining, there are still
many instances where a popular high school coach or teacher
has been rewarded with an elementary school principalship
o“lespite his inadequate educational qualifications. Many prin-

ERIC
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cipals—even in states with well-defined certification require-
ments—receive their preparation after being appointed to
the principalship. There also is evidence that in states where
funds are limited and/or where qualified elementary school
principals are in short supply, temporary certificates are
granted liberally and little effort is made to enforce mini-
mum requiren:ents for either initial certification or recertifi-
cation,

Standards for admission to preparatory programs and
for initial certification are diffuse and ill-defined. Many can-
didates for the elementary school principalship have had
no basic preparation or experience in elementary education.
Little effort is made to develop screening procedures to ider-
tify those people who have the personal qualifications neces-
sary for good educational leadership. Many of those who
now become elementary school principals are not aggres-
sive leaders and their lack of ambition may be a contributing
factor in the perpetuation of the leadership crisis in elemen-
tary education.

Because of the traditional nature of preservice programs
in elementary school administration, principals tend to view
their roles in “old-style” managerial terms. Such directive
or managerial behavior severely damages the principal’s
effectiveness as an educational leader and too often results
in unresolvable conflicts among administrators, teachers,
and community groups.

The largest number of problems identified by principals
involves their difficulty in establishing and maintaining suc-
cessful human relationships. Present preservice programs
for elementary school principals place little emphasis on the
development of skills related to effective communication and
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Conclusions 9

the establishment of productive relationships with the di-
verse elements of the school and community. Many princi-
pals have acquired better understanding of both the com-
munication and group processes since coming onto their
jobs. Some have done so vicariously and use techniques with
various degrees of skill. Others have been fortunate to par-
ticipate in inservice preparation programs or advanced grad-
uate courses. Few, however, feel entirely comfortable with
their present level of skill in this area.

Another critical problem for the principal involves super-
vising personnel within his bulldmg An experienced princi-
pal is anxious to develop a “team’ consisting of his staff.
He desires new teachers who can be a part of the team and
help to extend its effectiveness. But pr111C1pals feel that they
have been prepared inadequately for managing the super-
visory and personnel programs within their buildings. They
need greater opportunity for mastering the skills of super-
vision, the techniques of teacher evaluation, the processes
of group decision-making, and the technicalities involved in
maintaining morale.

The principals’ lack of knowledge of the strategies to
employ in effecting educational change is a critical factor
in the current leadership crisis. The majority of principals
are confident of their ability to oversee the routine operation
of their buildings, but relatively few have any degree of
confidence in their ability to assume a leadership role in
instructional improvement. The comments made by the prin-
cipals suggest that they would prefer to be instructional

‘experts rather than mere building managers; these same

comments, however, indicate that many principals presenﬂv
“ack the skills to be instructional leaders.

7
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Many elementary school principals lack the necessary
knowledge anv skills for guiding planning and evalnation
procedures. They are convinced that instructional programs
%h@uld be de—éié"ned to meet the diverse ﬂeeck of the childre}ﬂ

the deﬁmencms ci:)f the1r current programs, Many acl,,ut they
are unsure of their ability to provide leadership in the de-
velopnient of long-range educational objectives; few can
successfully identify the means by which such objectives
could be accomplished. Current educational technology con-
fuses many principals who have inadequate experience and
preparation in discerning the potential effectiveness of the
many kinds of educational equipment and materials avail-
able. Principals generally feel inadequately prepared to de-
vise schemes for effectively utilizing resources for the pur-
pose of instructional improvement.

These severe deficiencies in the principal’s preparation
program, coupled with his lack of skill in the area of human
relationships, are perhaps the greatest barriers to the effec-
tiveness of the elementary school principal as an instruc-
tionai leader.

SHORTAGE OF RESOURCES

Although all schools generally lack sufficient resources to
do the jobs demanded of them, the elementary schools are
most severely crippled in the resources required to develop
and maintain high-quality educational programs. The gen-
eral attitude among the public toward elementary education
contributes much to this inequity.

At a time when educational needs are great, when new
instructional techmques mus be tested and evaluated and

o
by



Conclusions 11

when time for the planning, evaluation, and development of
new programs is essential, the public is restricting its finan-
cial allocations to the school. The public demands improve-
ment, but does not want to pay for it. Typically, the elemen-
tary school principal is expected to produce change without
having the opportunity to study his problems and carefully
develop the strategies through which improvements could
be implemented.

According to the principals, district administrators and
state department of education officials exhibit a degree of
indifference and/or ignorance of the needs of the elementary
school similar to that displayed by the general public. The
needs of the elementary school, they say, often are ignored
in favor of the secondary school. The elementary school cur-
riculum increasingly is becoming dominated by considera-
tions of the academic requirements of the high school. Ele-
mentary school principals generally are convinced that such
an educational program does not constitute a suitable means
of meeting the needs of young children.

Principals tend to characterize the central-office person-
nel as “secondary oriented.” The principals feel that dis-
trict funds are not as equitably distributed as they might be
because the public and the administration alike consider
secondary education programs more important than those
of the elementary school. The latter, they say, usually get
what funds are left over after the public’s demands for im-
provement of the high school program have been satisfied.
These negative or indifferent attitudes have had a serious
effect on the ability of the elementary school to provide a
high-quality educational program. Elementary schools too

El{k?ten suffer from overcrowded and outmoded buildings,

8k 19



many of which are too inflexible to accommodate innova-
tions in the instructional program. In some schools, supplies
and equipment are scarce and teachers must use their in-
genuity to implement what materials are available.

The most severe indication of resource shortages, how-
ever, is in the allocation of personnel, Few elementary
schools in the sample have any administrative, supervisory,
or resource personnel assigned to them other than the build-
ing principal. Usually secretarial assistance is inadequate
to efhciently handle the work load. Thus the principal usually
is required to spend a large part of his time on routine cleri-
cal and secretarial chores.

Except for a few instances, then, the elementary schools
lack the range of specialists who should be involved in a
modern elementary education program: counselors, social
workers, health personnel, special instructional and resource
personnel, special education personnel, and school psycholo-
gists.

These personnel and material shortages underlie the prin-
cipal’s resentment in having to spend such a large portion
of his time handling petty details.

Although the elementary school principal is cognizant of
the inadequate resources available to him in his own district,
he does not seem to be aware of the resources available to
him from outside his district. A variety of services is pro-
vided by the U.S. Office of Education, by state departments
of education, by colleges and universities, and by state ele-
mentary school principals’ associations; but the principal of

assistance available to him from these sources.
However, the adequacy of the services available to ele-
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mentary school principals is questionable. The principals’
own associations do not appear to be organized to give as-
sistance or to offer the specific kinds of alds neeced. They
do provide a social outlet and a feeling of professional iden-
tity. As such, on the national, state, and local levels, the
associations tend to deal with generalized problems. State
departments of education appear to have some concerns,
but generally they lack the resources to render the specific
assistance desired. Discussions with the personnel in state
departments reveal that they are more concerned about
their regulatory functions than their leadership roles. They
emphasize concern for support levels of the schools more
than providing assistance in human relationships and in-
structional improvement, the primary concerns of the prin-
cipals. Although they provide some inservice programs, with
few exceptions these programs involve disseminating infor-
mation that would be of value to the state department and
the accomplishment of its objectives. Universities offer few
means of assistance other than what is made available
through formal graduate programs. Regional educational
laboratories, though a potential resource, are not directly
accessible to the majority of principals. And the USOE is
so far removed from the sphere of the local school that what
resources are available from this agency seldom reach the
elementary school principal.

Most principals recognize that they need help both
through individual consultation and through inservice prep-
aration programs. Some are obviously reluctant to seek help,
fearing that by admitting they need more training they
would detract fror their professional stature. Some indi-
ite that they do not know how to use sources of assistance,

@]
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and consequently they do not seek it or search out the sources
through which it could be obtained.

Such an attitude is unfortunately all too comnion among
elementary school principals; many seem prone to “profes-
sional obsolescence’” and exhibit their lack of current knowl-

edge in their closed-minded attitude toward new ideas, their
inability to see the weaknesses in their instructional pro-
grams, and their unwillingness to accept change. There are
principals in elementary schools who have had no refresher
courses for more than twenty years. Many principals rarely
read a professional hook or journal. Others are never re-
leased from their duties to attend an educational conference.

There is no agency that consistently assists elementary
school principals in maintaining their professional creden-
tials. Their state associations are identified as the profes-
sional counterparts of the local “Kiwanis Club.” State de-
partments of education, with few exceptions, lack resources,
personnel, and understanding necessary to develop the kinds
of inservice education programs nceded. Universities, save
for the offering of graduate courses and workshops for
credit, appear to be indifferent toward the needs of this field.
Systematic and consistent inservice programs are provided
for in less than a handful of states. Even these programs
are not requirements for maintaining either contracts or
certificates to practice.

Lacking any evidence that the public is willing to provide
the essential resources for maintaining adequate instric-
tional programs; denied adequate facilities and equitable
distribution of funds for supplies, equipment, and competent
and sufficient personnel; and uncertain of the public interest
in the basic elements of a modern, professicnally justifiable
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educational program, the elementary school principal in-
evitably concludes that if he decried these conditions and
attempted to remedy them, his efforts would be poorly re-
ceived and his position endangered. Lacking the benefit of
auequate assistance from outside his district and lacking the
currency of knowledge that would help him cope with his
problems, the elementary school principal understandably
is confused about the nature of his responsibilities and the
extent of his influence as an educational leader.

Ly
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Purposes and Design of Study

S THE PRINCIPAL a manager or an educator ? I's he a change
I agent or a maintainer of the status quo? Is he expected
to identify new needs and directions for the community, or
is he supposed to keep the schools entirely in accord with
the community’s expectations? Is he the director of the
enterprise, head teacher, guidance counselor, facilitator
obtaining necessary equipment and supplies, public rela-
tions agent, selector of lunch menus, supervisor of custo-
dians, repairer of pencil sharpeners, counter of lunch money,
propagandist for schoo! finance campaigns, mediator be-
tween the school and the ceutral bureaucracy, chauffeur to
sick children, advisor to trouiled teachers, psychiatrist for
disturbed parents, disciplinarian for overpressed chi'lren,
defender of the educational faith . .. or what? Chances are,
he is all of these.

The literature on the administration of elementary schools
is replete with analyses of the general school functions with
which administrators must deal, the administrative and or-
ganizational patterns of today’s schools, and the general
maintenance techniques that elementary school principals
may employ. However, there is little evidence that the day-
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by-day problems of principals, both in giving leadership to
the staff and the community and in maintaining the schools
as going concerns, have been sufficiently analyzed. Not
enough is known to provide those involved in administra-
tion and the preparation of administrators with the basis
on which to determine the knowledge and competencies prin-
cipals must have to give effective leadership to their schools.

In a previous study of the issues and problems confront-
ing school superintendents (Goldhammer et al.,, 1967) it
was revealed that they are faced with problems they feel
inadequate to handle. In their view, they have the technical

lemis of the school district; but they lack the knowledge and
techniques required to deal with major social issues, the
emerging changes in the technology of education, and the
complex organizational and human problems, both within
the community and within the school systems. Although
these concerns are similar to the problems of administrators
at all levels, it is apparent that the functional relationships
of elementary school principals are sufficiently different to
warrant a separate analysis.

Talcott Parsons describes three levels of an organization:
institutional, managerial, and technical. The “institutional
level” deals with relationships of the organization to society.
Insofar as school organizations are concerned, the institu-
tional level is the legal governing ngency that deals with
the general legislative or policy-making functions within
the schools, determines objectives and priorities, and pro-
cures resources and support from the community. The
“managerial level” is concerned with the direction, coordi-

onation, evaluation, and planning of procedures for main-
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taining the organization. The ‘“‘technical level” is the pro-
ductive level or t ,he level that performs the basic work or
services for which the organization has been established.

From Parsons’ point of view the superintendent and the
principal operate at different levels of the organizational
structure; hence, they have different functions within the
organization. The superintendent has managerial respon-
sibilities and also is the professional representative of the
school district at the institutional level. The principal, how-
ever, engages in his responsibilities primarily on the tech-
ﬁical level* he 1&; Clasely associated with the 111'—11’13@'e1iial funcr=
leglslativei allocatlvej a.,,d pohcy—malﬂng f‘LlllCtlQI]S Of the
superintendent. He serves as the link between the managerial
and the technical levels of the organization.

’The 'pl’iﬁ(:‘ip’-ll is in direct contact with teachefs T)'ifeiits
are effected, pohmes are 1111p1@111e11tedj and satlsfactlon or
dissatisfactions with the school program are secured. Al-
though he is probably more secure than the superintendent,
he is the school official who can most easily be held account-
able for the success or failure of the educational program.

The principal undoubtedly is in the key position to guide
the processes of change and the implementation of overall
goals and strategies that ultimately will influence the success
or failure of an educational program.

The main objectives of this study were:
1. To determine the elementary school principals’

k&(4
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perceptions of the problems they face in admin-
istering their schools

2. Todevelop a systematic framework for analyzing
the principals’ perceptions of their problems and
the general societal and professional factors from
which they arise

3. To study the basic patterns for the preparation of
elementary school principals and to determine the
relevance of preparatory programs to the prob-
lems that confront elementary school principals

4. To make a systematic review of the literature and
research on the elementary school principalship
to determine the extent to which there is concur-
rence between the literature and the reported per-
ceptions of principals

5. On the basis of findings, to make recommenda-
tions for further research and development needed
with respect to the elementary school principal-
ship, the preparatory programs for elementary
school principals, and needed service programs
established through state departments of educa-
tion and the U.S. Office of Education |

PROCEDURES OF STUDY
During the initial stages of the study, the research team
made a thorough review of the literature on the adminis-
tration of elementary schools and the roles of the elemen-
tary school principals. (The findings of that review will be
published in a separate document.)

Q
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From the review of the literature, information was gar-
nered that served to generate basic categories of problems
and that assisted in the development of interview guides.
The categorization system developed and utilized in the
analysis of the data is presented in table 1.

TABLE 1

CATEGORIZATION OF PROBLEMS
oF ELEMENTARY SCcHOOL PRINCIPALS

1. sCHOOL AND SOCIETY
1.1 Community Influences
1.2 Federal and State
Involvement
1.3 Goal Setting
1.4 Public Relations

2. PUPIL PERSONNEL
‘nvolvement

2.1

2.2 Management

2.3 Pupil Assessment and
Development

2.4 Individual Differences

2.5 Cultural Differences

| —

3. INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM

3.1 Evaluation

3.2 Personnel Selection and

Placement

3.3 Supervision

3.4 Innovation

3.5 Inservice

3.6 Communication

3.7 Curriculum Development
4, ADMINISTRATIVE LEADERSHIP

4.1 Climate
a. Personal Values

4.2 Preparation

4.3 Resources

4.4 Inservice Training
4.5 Role Identification
4.6 Research

). ORGANIZATIONAL TEXTURE

5.1 Building Organization

5.2 District Organization
(Policies)

5.3 Militancy

5.4 Negotiations

5.5 Administrative Employ-
ment Practices

5.6 Communications

). FINANCES AND FACILITIES

6.1 Maintenance
6.2 Service Staff
6.3 Records

6.4 Equipment
6.5 Supplies

6.6 Referenda

6.7 Transportation
6.8 Buildings

a. ! )
b. Style ot éia
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Two basic instruments, a questionnaire and an interview
guide, were used in the collection of the data. The question-
naire was designed to collect demographic information as
well as other information that would reduce subsequent 1
terviewing time (see Appendix A). This instrument was
field tested and refined prior to final data collection.

Interview data were collected and will-be reported from
six basic population sources. On the national level, officials
of the U.S. Office of Education and the department of ele-
mentary school principals were interviewed. A second source
was twelve regional educational laboratories identified as
having programs related to the elementary principals or to
this study. State-level representatives from three basic
groups were interviewed in each of the fifty states: officers
in charge of programs in elementary education from state
departments of education, the president of the state elemen-
tary school principals association, preferably the 1968 presi-
dent, and representatives of the major colleges or universi-
ties engaged in the training of elementary school principals.

The primary source of information was obtained from
the sample of elementary school principals representing each
of the fifty states. Because of the national scope of the study,
it was decided that the sample should be equally representa-
tive of all states and be stratified according to their rural-
urban orientation. A rural-urban classification system of the
Bureau of Census was used as a model in establishing cate-
gories of elementary school principals (see table 2).

A nomination technique was used to select a stratified
sample of principals in each state. An officer of the state

department of education, the president of the elementary
PR |

¢ ool principals associatiorfagd the dean or his designated
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TABLE 2
RURAL-URBAN CLASSIFICATION OF PRINCIPALS

CATEGORY I: An inner-core school of the metropolitan center which
has a population of approximately 50,000 inhabitants or
more. The inner-core school is in the central portion of
that metropolitan area.

CATEGORY II: An outer-core school of a metropolitan center which
refers to the peripheral districts within a city of 50,000
inhabitants, or more, not to include the inner-core.

CATEGORY IiI: A school in a suburban area of 25,000 to 50,000 inhabit-
ants outside of a standard metropolitan center.

CATEGORY 1v: A school in an intermediate size district which is within
an area which has between 15,000 and 25,000 inhabit-
ants.,

CATEGORY V: A school in a small district which is one which serves an
area of between 2,500 to 15,000 inhabitants.

CATEGORY Vi: A school in a rural district which serves a population
area of fewer than 2,500 inhabitants.

representative from one or two of the major colleges or
universities who prepared elementary school principals were
asked to nominate three principals in each of the six cate-
gories (see Appendix C). A total of 2,364 nominations were
received. From these, the sample of 300 elementary princi-
pals, one from each category in each state, was selected.
These “visibles” were chosen on the basis of (1) fre-
quency of nomination and (2) geographical dispersion
throughout the state. Letters of invitation to participate
were sent to the principals selected (see Appendix C). In
the few instances of Uutﬁﬂﬁge_jectian or unavoidable con-



Purposes and Design 23

flict, alternate selections were made. Of the 300 principals
selected, 291 interviews were completed. The sample, by
regions and categories of principals, is presented in table 3.

TABLE 3

PRrINCIPALS INTERVIEWED BY REGIONS
AND CATEGORIES OF SCHOOLS

REGION 1 2 3 4 5 6 TOTAL
i 5 5 5 5 S5 5 30
11 6 6 5 6 6 6 35
111 6 5 5 6 6 6 34
v - 6 6 6 7 6 o} 37
A% 7 7 7 7 7 5 40
VI 6 5 6 6 5 6 34
VII 6 5 5 6 6 6 34
VIII 6 5 6 6 6 6 35
X 2 2 2 2 2 2 12

TOTALS 50 46 47 51 49 48 291

The onsight interviews were approximately two hours
in length and included the completion or clarification of ques-
tionnaire items when necessary. The states were clustered
into nine geographical regions (see table 4) and interviews
were conducted throughout the regions by the research team
at approximately the same time. The original plan included
an analysis by regions; however, this was eliminated as a
result of budgetary restrictions.

In total, the study included data from officials of the two
national offices, 12 regional laboratories, representatives of
SD state departments of educﬁi ne.faculty members repre-

[Kc
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TABLE 4

=1

REGIoNsS EMPLOYED IN THE STUDY

REGION I REGION 1V REGION VII
Oregon Missouri Delaware
Washington Oklahoma Virginia
Idaho Texas Maryland
Montana Arkansas Pennsylvania
Wyoming Louisiana New Jersey
o Kansas New York
REGION II
California REGION V REGION VIII
Nevada Michigan Maine
New Mexico Illinois New Hampshire
Utah Indiana Massachusetts
Colorado Ohio Connecticut
Arizona Kentucley Rhode Island
REGION 111 Tennessee Vermont
North Dakota West Virginia REGION IX
South Dalkota REGION VI Hawaii
Minnesota Mississippi Alaska
Wisconsin Alabama Washington, D. C.
Nebraska Florida
Iowa Georgia

North Carolina

South Carolina

senting 87 colleges and universities, 50 officers of the state
elementary school principals associations, and 291 visible
elementary school principals. In all, 509 respondents were in-
terviewed for the data presented in the study. The inter-
views held at the location of the interviewee were conducted
during the period from November 1968 to May 1969. See
the maps on pages 25 and 26 for location of participants.

32
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Principals Problems

TH 1s chapter focuses primarily on what elementary school
principals say about key problems they perceive. Com-
parative observations of college and university representa-
tives, state departments of education officials, and elemen-
tary school principals’ association presidents are included
where they appear to lend additional insight.

These observations were elicited by asking the principal
to identify and expand on what he considers to be his three
most critical problems. Members of the other three groups
also were asked what they perceive to be the three most sig-
nificant problems facing principals in their states.

Concerns expressed by individuals in these four groups
are encompassed by all six problem categories outlined in
table 1. Data were drawn from 478 respondents: 291 prin-

cipals; 87 college and university officials; 50 officers in -

charge of elementary education from the various state de-
partments of education; and 50 presidents of elementary
Sc11001 principals’ associations.®

* Interview data from the twelve rri'gmnal educational laboratories
and from the U.S. Office of Education are not integrated into this chap-
ter. These sources are omitted because they show little reflection on the
problems facing elementary school principals.

27
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By this method, the most significant problems facing ele-
mentary principals—under what circumstances—were dis-
covered. For example, 180 respondents (133 of them prin-
cipals) named personnel selection and placement as one of
the three key problems, indicating that this issue is the most
pervasive concern of hoth principals and other educators
concerned with the elementary principalship. Role identifi-
cation was second in incidence of responses with 98, followed
by 79 observations on buildings, 74 on supervision of the
instructional program, 71 on referenda, and 70 on district
organization policies. Public relations was next with 69.
Community influences concerned 66. These latter two issues
are allied so closely that their combined responses may in-
dicate that the school’s interaction with the community may
be the second largest problem of the elementary principal,
Despite these larger frequency of responses, every category
in table 1 proved to encompass at least one of the top three
problems perceived by principals or other educators in the
sample group.

Each problem category in this chapter is discussed in the
order in which it appears in table 1. The length and depth
with which each category is treated in this chapter generally
reflects the amount of attention it received from the total
number of respondents.

ScnooL AND SOCIETY

Table 5 consolidates the responses made by elementary
school principals, college and university officials, state de-
partment of education representatives, and elementary
\'r:w
A4

36



Principals’ Probleins 29

school principals’ association presidents. These responses
indicate the extent problems of “school «nd society” are
identificd by these interviewed groups as being among' the
significant problems facing the elementary school principal.

TABLE 5
PROBLEMS RELATED TO SCIIOOL AND SOCIETY

Rank of Problem Principals
CLASSIFICATION 1.2 3 Total Only
Community influences 19 21 26 66 50
Federal/state involvement 11 9 15 35 10
Goal setting 2 2 2 6 2
Public relations 21 18 30 69 58

COMMUNITY INFLUENCES

The issue of community influences elicited sixty-six re-
sponses, fifty of them coming from principals. Views varied
considerably regarding the influence of the community on
the schools. Such variation revolves around the nature and
extent of community involvement in the selection and direc-
tion of principals and the promotion and control of school
programs. Judging from the number of responses, princi-
pals view community involvement with greater concern
than do members of the other three groups. This topic ac-
counts for 5 percent of all top three problems mentioned
by principals, while accounting for only 3 percent of all
problems mentioned by the other three groups. It was the
topic mentioned with second most frequency in region III.

As a problem, community involvement is characterized
by the respondents in two ways: either there is too miuch
of it or there is too little. |
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One principal had this analysis of what he considers un-
desirable and excessive parental involvement:
Parents in this area have a high educational background and
a high interest in their child’s education. They feel they have
a right to say and do what they please at the school and this
creates problems for the teachers and administrators.

Other principals perceived a lack of community involve-
ment in the schools as a lack of moral support for the edu-
cational process.
Parents are not taking their responsibility of providing for the
needs of their children. Parents in this area cannot see the need
for education because of existing job discrimination and the
lack of job opportunities,

One principal complained of “a lack of interest on the part
of parents” who “do not care if their children attend school
or not.” Another principal lamented : “Parents are often not
concerned with the knowledge and skills that their children
should have.”

Of the fifty times that principals referred to the problems
associated with community influences in the school, twenty-
five responses were registered in either inner-core or outer-
core schools in the large metropolitan centers. Additionally,
it is in these same dense population centers where principals
typically say that community involvement is lacking and that
parents are abdicating their responsibility for cooperative
education planning and implementation.

Where the inner-core school exists within the center of
a low socio-economic or racially diverse population area,
the problems are compounded. One principal said: “This
area is loaded with low socio-economic people and the par-
ents have little education. They offer us no support at all.”

4,38
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Another principal said: “Many of these families are ADC
(Aidto Dependent Children) families and lack many things,
but basically they lack experiences which would help make
education relevant.”

On the other hand, principals in suburban areas gave
responses that indicate a higher degree of community in-
volvement in the schools. If a principal expressed concern

generally better-educated patrons were also indicated.
Addressing the issue of community involvement in his
state, the president of an elementary school principals asso-
ciation said:
There is considerable apathy among community people about
schools. It seems that people have trusted the schools too much
and expect them to do the job without their involvement. Par-
ents need to get involved and know what is going on in school
and push for what is needed.

One university official remarked that the fundamental
question in regard to community influences is how to get
the community involved in its schools while allowing edu-
cators to maintain control over the school system. The issue
of community apathy versus community involvement in the
framework of “professional control” is far from resolved
in many of the school settings where interviews were held.

Where population mobility patterns suggest a high degree
of localized population movernent, principals indicated that
the extent of community influence on the schools is mini-
mized. In one such area, supported largely by a military

base, the principal commented:
Many of the people here are in the military and they do not like

the area nor do they fully understand the school’s problems. In




either case, they leave before they have become involved with
the school.

In areds where there is considerable low-rent housing,
interviews revealed that parents typically are not involved
with the school and that the schools suffer from low tax
assessments and low property evaluations, factors that give
them a meager tax base. In addition to the financial burden
that this often places on the total school district, the local
affect often is manifested in inadequate building mainten-
ance, insufficient instructional equipment, and/or a totally
outmoded physical plant. Overcrowded classrooms and high
teacher-pupil teaching ratios are common in these settings.

Many of these same locales are faced with problems of
social and family degeneration that manifest themselves in
the school setting. One principal said: “Today we have more
broken homes, working mothers, and the general breaking
up of the family unit. Qur kids come to school with these
problems.” :

Another principal added:

poor. Many of these children come from broken homes and
many do not live in their own homes. We have to provide many
of the welfare and social services in the school which are norm-
ally ¢ ken care of in the home or in the community.

Many of the schools in these settings have increased their
efforts to provide more than a basic educational program
when it has been necessary. Several principals said their
schools offer clothing, extended evening programs, and sup-
plementary breakfast and dinner meals for pupils who come
from disadvantaged homes. _

A few principals in inner-city schools expressed concern

éoug
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over increased incidents of youthful destructiveress cen-
tered either on or within the school.

One Negro principal in such an area said: “There is an
undertow in this area attempting to destroy law and order.
Society wants law and order but we don’t seem to want to
comply individually.”

A college official who supports this line of opinion added:
Civil disobedience and rebellion have moved into the elementary
schools. It seems to be more difficult to handle the students to-
day. There is a tremendous push for excellence for all kids which
contributes to this situation. With all this pressure, kids just
don’t have ime to be children. It seems we are trying to make

adults out of them too soon. We are letting students assume
too much authority in policy-making at a much too early age.
We are present’ng the idea that whatever they want should be
readily provided. And if students don't like something, they
should rebel, riot, or just change it. Television and news releases
only help to maintain this situation.

In those settings where the school is a focus for commun-
ity dissidence, agression, and disorder, each section of the
community is frequently depicted as having its own selfish
objectives.

FEDERAL AND STATE INVOLVEMENT
Within the general area of federal and state involvement
in public education, most responses centered on issues related
to school desegregation and federally funded programs in
the elementary school.

School desegration problems were mentioned by respond-
ents everywhere with the exception of the Northwest, which
has a relatively small minority population. Judging from
the proportion of responses, the issue appears to be of more
concern to college and university officials and presidents of
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of elementary school principals’ associations than to prin-
cipals or state department representatives. Of thirty-five
respondents who considered this issue to be among the top
three problems of elementary principals, principals them-
selves accounted for only ten; five of that number were from
regions IV and V (see table 4), for the most part Southern
states, where school desegration and federal involvement
are sensitive issues. The other twenty-five responses were
from the other three groups, with university officials and
presidents of principals’ associations accounting for the
majority of that number.

Those respondents who addressed themselves to school
desegregation problems underlined the intensity of feelings
this issue engenders, especially among those affected by
desegregation pressures from the Department of Health,
Education and Welfare (which oversees and can withhold
federally funded projects) and the federal courts. A variety
of opinions were ventured on this issue of enforcea desegre-
gation, which was often referred to, sometimes pejoratively,
as “forced integration.”

One of the problems principals identified in hosting fed-
erally fr'nded programs is a “systemof parallel administra-
tion” in their buildings. Principals pointed out that many
of the supervisors, consultants, and other specialists as-
signed to federal projects in their buildings are answerable
only to the school district’s central-office. These principals
said such an arrangement raises the question of whe is ad-
ministratively accountable for instructional programming.

Some principals, critical of state involvement in their
schools, complained that state education officials are not pro-
viding the impetus and direction needed to strengthen

42"+
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school programs. One principal said: “The cc mmissioner’s
office does not have the resources of professional educat s
needed and the commissioner himself is of questionable quai-
ity.” Some principals noted that state offices have added
consultants to their staffs to strengthen services but com-
plain that the consultants still fail to get out to the school
or appear to be of margiunal competence.

GOAL SETTING

The potential problems of establishing goals for the edu-
cational systems in the communities of the nation drew little
attention from any of the respondents. In relating their con-
cern over the development of educational goals, the princi-
pals indicated difficulty in translating the demands of their
communities into some specific or general educational ob-
jectives. One principal explained:

We have difficulty in determining what the public actually
wants. We are not aware of the voice of the public. We are
chained to the past and comfortable with tradition and past
successes.

There was some indication that a majority of the citizens
of the community are not verbalizing their .oncerns about
the educational program in the school. A principal indicated:

There is a lack of awareness of the community’s commitment
to education. There is a lack of a vocal middle group. The upper
socio-economic group sends its children to private schools and
the lower groups do not appreciate education,

Another principal indicated that minority groups are
vocal, but their concerns often are not heeded because they
are considered the minority and not “important enough to
cause change.” '
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A college official explained the apparent lack of educa-
tional goals within the state as the direct result of population
flux and the presence of a diverse population mixture within
the community. As a result, “there is no common community
bond upon which to develop common educational goals.”

PUBLIC RELATIONS

Public relations and its related problems drew sixty-nine
coming from principals. Among the principals, there was
a balance of responses in each of the nine regions of the
country and among all six classifications of schools.

However, public relations was the number one concern
among principals interviewed in the Northwest. It tied for
the second place (along with the topic of role identification)
in region II, tied third in region IX, and tied fifth in both
regions V and VI

It was clearly a problem of greater concern to principals,
by principals, while accounting for only 2 percent of all prob-
lems mentioned by the other three groups. Some principals
admitted having difficulty communicating with their pat-
rons and many of them expressed their inability to improve
their relations and image within the community.

In most cases, however, principals cited a disinterested

One president of an elementary school principals’ association
said:
There is a breakdown on all levels from the board on down to
the classroom teacher in the communications process. As a re-
sult, the schools are not getting the support and reinforcement
necessary to maintain ﬂq %ograms that they deserve. It is
L s -
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necessary that the school personnei sell the public and the par-
ents on the schoo! and their program. It is important that they
keep the parents informed and help them to understand that it
is a joint project in attempting to educate their children.

Several principals said they thought bad relations between
parents and the school stem from parental misunderstand-
ings about school programs and curriculum offerings. One
principal said, “Religious backgrounds of many of these
families conflict with some programs and parts of the
curriculum.”

A large number of principals viewed working with par-
ents as one of their most difficult problems. These pr111c1pals
noted that many parents are unhappy or dissatisfied after
meeting teachers or administrators about child problems.
These regpongmts suggested that teachers need more train-
ing and experience in teacher-parent conferences. They also
said teachers need more time for such conferences. On« prin-
cipal said more frequent contact with parents would' not
only improve teachers’ “confidence in meeting with par-
ents,” but also help eliminate the situation where “we wait
to have a conference with the parents until the situation
becomes critical.”

Some principals said teachers are assigned students every
hour of their school day; therefore, they are not available
for conferences with parents or other interested parties ex-
cept during the evenings. They noted that parents are re-
luctant to come to the school after a day’s work and teachers
resent giving up their evening time for conferences and
meetings.

Several principals observed that they are completely
ignored by parents seeking solutions to school-related prob-
lems. “They always go to tl glparmteﬂdent and board
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rather than to the principal and it becomes blown out of
proportion,” said ene principal.

Collezes and universities often were cited for ignoring
proper public relations training in the format of their pre-
service programs. The three responses of college and uni-
versity officials on this subject (compared to fifty-eight re-
sponses Ly principals) bear out the relative insignificance
with which administrator-training institutions view the pub-
lic-relations aspect of the elementars school principalship.

Oniy 9 percent of all responses dealt with problems within
the category of student personnel. Nearly half of those 134

differences. Individual differences ranked among the top
three problem areas in regions I, IV, V, VII, and VIIIL. Of
the 134 responses from four groups, only 16 came from
college and university officials, state department representa-
tives, and ESPA presidents. Table 6 shows how the inter-
view sample ranked the problems in the category of “pupil
personnel.”

TABLE 6

ProsrLEMS RELATED To PuPiL PERSONNEL

o o Rank of Problem T—’riﬂcip;;s
* CLASSIFICATION 1 2 3 Total Only

Tﬁ;élvement 3 1 2 6 6

Management 5 14 9 28 27

Pupil assessment and

development 15 4 4 23 21

Tndividual differences 22 22 19 63 56

Cultur;al diEereng§§ o h2 8 4 14 8
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INVOLVEMENT

Only six respondents were concerned about the involvement
of students in the actual operation of the school: all were
principals. Three of those responses were registered by prin-
cipals in the inner core.

MANAGEMENT

Adverse conditions in the social environment, such as di-
vorce and broken homes, create proilems for the elementary
school child. Most principals feel these problems must be
dealt with in the school setting. Many schools are 1ncated
in strife-ridden areas where riots, fighting, and racial up-
heaval are common experiences. According to the princi-
pals, these influences often are reflected in increased disci-
plinary problems in the school. For example, onc principal
said:
. . . the total surrounding atmosphere of the school is tlat of
broken homes, low-income families, poor home-backgrounds
and poor attendance-patterns which create many of our disci-
plinary problems.

Some principals feel that disciplinary problems often are
enlarged by the common negative attitudes in the home
toward the school. They believe that the child’s attitude
often is reinforced by that of his parents.

Children are taught in the homes that you get what you want
by taking it and fighting. This is carried into the school. Prob-
lems occurring in the neighborhood are brought to school and
this creates problems of conflict.

Many students come from families who have very little respect
for schools, teachers, or authority. There is a failure of parents

“§7
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to support the school in cases of discipline. Parents resent
authority also.

Principals are concerned about what techniques should
be utilized in dealing with disciplinary problems. Current
practice ranges from corporal punishment to the counseling
approach. Some examples of student discipline were noted
by the interviewers as they visited the schools.

One school had a ‘drying out room’ or ‘drunk tank’ for students
who would come to school under the influence of alcoholic bev-
erages. This room was about 6’ by 8 with a cot.

A student was kneeling on the floor with his nose against the
wall touching a point in a circle drawn on the wall.

Paddles were hanging on the walls which were there to either
intimidate students or to administer swats for discipline.

Principals generally feel that disciplinary problems should
be handled by the teacher, but they are not confident of the
teacher’s ability or willingness to do so. Many teachers, they
said, do not have adequate training in the area of discipline
and often fail to recognize the real problems of the child.

PUPIL ASSESSMENT

Principals showed consideration for pupil assessment and
development and individual student differences. They are
primarily concerned about the apparent inability; of both
teachers and administrators to recognize individual differ-
ences and to adjust the instructional program to! meet the
needs of the individual student. LR

Teachers lack the understanding and knowledge of recognizing
the levels or capabilities of students and teaching for these differ-
ences. They want to keep all students at the same level.

4§
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There is a failure on the part of teachers to use test results and
many do nct understand how to use the results.

Teachers are not trained to develop creativity in students. Ad-
ministrators are not trained to help develop inservice programs
for teachers in this area.

We are just beginning to recognize the needs of individual

children, but we lack the specialists to work in these programs.

The responses of the principals, however, indicated that
even greater problems prevent the successful implementa-
tion of individualized instructional programs. Specialized
staff members are required in most cases and physical facil-
ities often are too inflexible to allow for necessary changes
in scheduling and staffing patterns.

We lack the back-up staff for our individualized programs.

When people are gone, we have no one to replace them. There

is a lack of trained personnel and a lack of funds to provide the

time and facilities for the programs.

We have no facilities for learning and listening labs. There are

no facilities for grouping into various group sizes.

When the addition was made to our building, there was no con-

sideration given to special classes which require special facilities.

Though elementary school principals are aware of the

critical differences among elementary school children, they
face serious problems in attempting to revise their programs
to allow for these differences. Better trained teachers, more
specialized teachers, and more appropriate physical facilities
are considered the greatest needs relative to the develop-
ment of individualized instructiénal programs. .

CULTURAL DIFFERENCES

In those schools having large numbers of students of diverse
o :
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cultural backgrounds, the elementary principals have unique
problems. One principal said of his situation:

IFifty percent of the enrollment is Mexican-American. There
is a great mobility of the migrant worker. The problem of bal-
ancing the Mexican-American and other students in the various
classes crea.cs serious concern for our teachers and parents.

In many of these situations, principals noted, it is neces-
sary to employ bilingual teachers; however, such teachers
are difficult to keep because of the demand for their services.

Principals of ghetto-area schools said they find it difficult
to attract teachers who can deal with the unique problems
of the ghetto child. Many teachers are not properly trained
to teach in these schools and many qualified teachers are
reluctant to teach in them, a number of principals said.

Responses of principals indicated that similar prohlems
exist in schools newly integrated. Pupils in these schools

have dissimilar backgrounds and the need for well-trained

teachers and specialists, diverse materials and supplies, and
flexible physical facilities is critical, some respondents said.
Principals said they find it increasingly difficult to find
teachers able and willing to take on the instructional prob-
lems encountered in the recently mixed school.

INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM

Problems mentioned most frequently by the interview sam-
ple are those rclated to the maintenance and improvement
of the instructional program in the elementary school. As
cited at the beginning of this chapter, and as shown in table
7, 133 principals and 47 respondents in the other three
groups were most concerned with the area of personnel

selection and placement within the instructional program.

168
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And seventv-four, including sixtv-four principals, saw sup-

ervision of the 11 structional program as a key problem area.

i[‘AELE 7
ProOBLEMS RELATED To INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM

Rank of Problem Pr umlp*ﬂs
CLASSIFICATION 1 2 3 Total Only
Evaluation 4 6 3 13 3
Personnel selection and
placement 55 61 64 180 133
Supervision 33 24 17 74 64
Innovation 14 12 11 37 27
Inservice g8 12 13 33 21
Curriculum development 11 23 18 . 52 39
Communication 8 7 4 19 1T
EVALUATION

Only three principals showed concern for problems involy-
ing evaluation of elementary school programs. Some presi-
dents of elementary school principals’ associations and some
college and university officials said they believe that prin-
cipals are not much concerned with evaluative procedures.

State department officials, however, expressed concern
that principals are not effective at evaluating teachers. Prin-
cipals, they said, lack the proper criteria and techniques for
the evaluation of their instructional staffs. These officials
said principals basically lack formal criteria on vhich to
base evaluative judgmeints. Consequently, these officials con-
tended, evaluative criteria often are not clearly understood
and teachers tend to reject negative evaluations as subjec-
tive and unprofassion'ﬂ In some cases, school boards and
superintendents require evaluatloﬁs primarily for salary
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i terms of their instructional effectiveness.
PERSONAL SELECTION

-Personnel recruitment, selection, and retention is the most
pressing problem of the elementary school principal, this
study found. Responses indicate that it ranks as the niumber-
one problem in regions II, ITI, IV, VI, VII, and IX, and
second 1n region L. Tts mention amounted to 16 percent of all
key problems identified by principals. Responses were evenly
distributed among the six school classifications.

Principals said they have difticulty recruiting and retain-
ing their teachers because salary schedules are relatively
low in comparison with those of other schools, because
teacher-student ratios are high, and/or becuause the locale of
their school is not attractive to the qualified teacher.

Principals’ respons.s showed that recruitment proced-
ures in small elementary school districts often consist of
reading placement papers, corresponding with candidates
by mail, and sending out brochures—all accompanied by a
considerable degree of hope. While teachers occasionally
accept positions n these districts for the sake of adventure
or a new challenge, they rarely stay any length of time.

One college official described the recruitment problems
of the small school district as follows:

Schools in outlying areas a1 @ not attractive to qualified teachers.
Therefore, those teachers that ire professional do not go into
the rural areas. Rural teachers are usually housewives or some-
one who owns a business in the community or an old-time resi-
dent of the area. Salaries are very low in these areas.

Responses indicated, however, that schools in densely pop-
ulated urban areas also ha¥§fcruitment problems. Because

- Sedt
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inner-core school districts generally have a low tax base
funds for teachers’ salaries often arc se erely limited. ngh
teacher-student ratios, poor physical facilities, poor working
conditions, and the disciplinary 1)1‘@]3]@1115 of the inner-core
school also discourage qualified teachers.

\[}fq

Many states do not have competitive teacher salary sched-
ules and are unable to employ support personnel in the ele-
mentary school. School districts lack the financial means to
provide adejuate guidance personnel, aides, librarians, read-
ing specialists, art and music specialists, or even adequate
secretarial help for the elementary school principal. Some
principals said that the public and the superintendent recog-
nize a need at the secondary level but still assume that “any-
one” can teach elementary wrades.

The role of the elementary teacher is being scrutinized
in many states and the concept of differentiated staffing pat-
terns is under consideration. Teacher aides, educational
technologists, teaching interns, probationary and provi-
sional teachers completing certification requirements, the
certified teacher, and the “master” teacher are all being con-
sidered as integral components of an instructional staff.
The success of such an innovation in the staffing pattern
of the elementary school depends largely on the availability
of sufficient funds, and miost principals feel that such a
change cannot be implemented until present funding prac-
tices are revised.

Respondents from all four groups indicated they are

growing more concerned about the adverse effects noncom-

petitive salary schedules and the public attitude toward
the teaching profession have on the profession as a whole.
Many principals expresseg fﬂ%l‘eat concern about staffing
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their schools. They said that teachers are not prepared to
enter their schools because the teachers are not familiar with
modern teaching tec hnmues and programs being offered in
their schools.
This school is of the nongraded type and uses team teaching
and other modern techniques of teaching. Many teachers are
uncomfortable in this type of situation and therefore cannot
function adequately. Turnover of teachers is high because
young teachers move morc and that is the type of teacher which
is found in this type of school.

Some principals complained that college training pro-
grams are failing to produce teachers abreast of the current
trends, skilled in motivating the unmotivated, creative in
providing for cultural differences, and capable of coping
with classes of thirty «r more students. Principals reported
that if these teachers had an intern program whereby they
might expericice some of these new concepts and tech-
niques, the new teacher might be better prepared to meet
these situations. The intern program would also ielp allevi-
ate the need for some of the inservice programs that could
in turn be directed toward other areas of concern to the
teacher.

Some principals were not onlv concerned about the diffi-
culty they have in attracting well-prepared teachers to their
schools, but they also were concerned that occasionally they
are not even involved in the selection of teachers.
SUPERVISION
Sixty-four principals were concerned about their apparent
inability to provide adeqt ate supervision. Supervision ac-
counted for 7 percent of problems outlined by principals.
Regions IV, V, and VIII showed the greatest frequency of
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concern and principals in 1egions V and VIII indicated
that supervision is their single greatest problem

Principals said that the greatest problem involving super-
vision is their lack of time for classroom visitations and
teacher conferences Administrative details and managerial
responsibilities preclude too niuch of their time to provide
good supervision.

The primary reason the principals gave for not having
adequate time for supervision is that they don’t have sec-
retarial assistance or supportive staff to handle routine
duties.

There is too much detail work coming from the central office
and I lack the supportive assistance to adequately comply with
the demands.

There are too many forms an:t too much red tape in acquiring
district items. I lack the secretarial help that is necessary.

Too much time is spent on discipline problems, administrative
details, and public relations.

Principals also noted that elementary teachers are burd-
ened with nonteaching duties and are seldom available for
conferences,

INNOVATION

Principals indicated that they face several significant prob-
lems in the planning, development, and implementation of
innovative programs. While a principal is expected to deter-
mine which innovations best meet the needs of the students
in his particular school, many principals indicated that they
do not feel capable of making such decisions. Several prin-
cipals said that their own preservice training had not pre-
pared them to evaluate research findings and to predict the
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relative success of an innovative idea within the school
setting.
Some principals also expressed concern over Wh'lt con-
stituted an innovation. One such principal said:
It is difficult to identify what is meant by some terms. There
is also dishonesty in representing what is being done in our
schools. We like to make a big impression. It seems like the
whole system is like that. In college its “publish or perish” and
in the public school we brag about how advanced we are. Tt’s
sort of a “publicity syndrome.”

According to some state department of education officials,
one of the first problems a principal encounters in making
changes of any kiud in the elementary school is the scarcity
of district funds for developmental projects. I“lementary
school principals said they are handicapped because any
available funds generally are allocated to secondary schools.

The emphasis and pressure is from the top levels and the edu-
catianal or’ganization respcnds to these pr’essures from the top.

pupll to attend school without the proper facilities and upgraded
curriculums. Twenty-two percent of kindergarten children in
this state, in the past several years, did not pass one of the first
three grades in our elementary schools. Most of the chief school
officers are secondary-oriented people; therefc re, the programs
are designed with the secondary in mind with the remaining
emphasis on the primary,

According to some principals, district adn.:nistrators
tend to be conservative in their attitudes toward innovative
ideas ; they do not encourage the elementary school princi-
pal to develop innovative progranis.

The superintendenc ;: ...« to rock the boat. He is afrai’ to
let this school be ¢ e «... -rom others.
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The district requires that we remain with the traditional pro-
gram. Principals have little, if any, autonomy in their programs.
No active research is going on in the district and the super-
intendent is reluctant to experiment; he does not understand
or is not aware of what is going on around him.

Some principals said that teachers, too, tend to resist
change. Most teachers, they said, have had years of training
and experience in the traditional programs and techniques.
They are reluctant to take on the extra work involved in
planning a new program and they lack confidence in their
ability to implement an experiemental program.

Teachers believe th. . teaching is an end rather than a means
to an end. Teachers think too much about what they can cover
rather than what they can uncover.

conservative; the citizens prefer schools to operate under
the traditional methods.

work is virtuous ; therefore, we in education continue to main-
tain a high level of activities in academic processes but fail to
allow the children individual development and research. Many
schools today contribute to the mental health problem through
pressures and competitiveness of the classroom.

tend to trust the ‘known,” even if it is of questionable effec-
tiveness. “New ways mean work for people—teachers as
well as the administrators and the public.”

INSERVICE

Noting the inclusion of innovative programs and staffing
patterns into the elementary schools, many principals indi-
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cated an awareness of the nced for increased inservice
teacher training. Some principals said they have difficultics
tryving to provide inservice training for teachers. It is diffi-
f‘ult for some ])1'111(1])21]% to decide what kind of training
may (llltcr congulerabl; n prepamtim], experience, and atti-
tude. One principal said:
We need first to discover in what areas teachers need help. We
are unable to recruit qualified personnel. The new teachers are
smarter but less qualified to teach in our schools of today. They
are less dedicated to teaching and there are too few elementary

trained teachers.

Responses indicated that several factors make the princi-
pals’ task even more difficult. NMost elementary school
teachers, assigned heavy teaching loads, cannot alford time
away from the classroom for scif-improvement. Many are
umvi]lmg to donate their own tinie to inservice training. A

principal observed:

[

There is a lack of time for inservice on new techniques and
materials. Teachers are scheduled full time and have various
duties and some teachers lack the desire to develop new ideas.

no 111centlve for teachers to seek inservice training. in one
state, life certificates are given to teachers after five years’
teaching and they are not required to have further training
or Caurseworl' Dther states d@ not requiz’*e certified person-

Other responses showed that some states provide little or

fmally espondents *ndlcated that many districts do not
have the financial ability to support inservice activities. They
cannot pay substitute teachers and they cannot aiford the
necessary consultants to conduct special training programs.

g .
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n some cases, funds are so inadequate that orientation ses-
sions for new teachers cannot he provided nor can activities

he financed to upgrade the more poorly qualified teacher.

"URRICULUM DEVELOPMENT

ﬂ
o

Many principals observed that the clementary school cur-
riculum is rapidly being expanded by many school districts
in an effort to prepare elementary school children for sec-
ondary-level programs, Many offerings have been added
to the clementary curriculum that require special teachers
or at least more teachers. Principals complained, however,
that additional staff members have not always been provided
and that the regular staff has had to assume the extra re-
sponsibility, One principal observed:

Incrensed curricular requirements are not being met with in-

creased staff. There is a watering down of the offerings hecause

of the lack of finances for specially trained personnel or just
plain additional staff for additional offerings.

Curriculum planning and development under these con-
ditions are naturaiiy difficult, principals pointed out. l\r the
the principal nor the teaching stafi has the time to become
acquainted with new curricular designs and related mate-
rials ; neither has the time to become involved in the careful
cooperative planning of curriculum changes within the
school. A principal commented: :
We need to develop the curriculum for the needs of the children
rather than change children for the needs of the curriculum.
We need active leadership from the administration rather than
just talk. We need 1 involve the staff in the decision-making

process.

o

o Some principals complained that cemral office personnel
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in their districts assume responsibility for the planning,
development, and implementation of curriculum changes
and fail to involve the principal to any significant extent in
these important aspects of the elementary school program.
Thesc principals said they would like to be given more op-
portunities to participate in curriculum clf‘\-*elﬂp1nent They
said they would like to be provided with themecessary sup-
port staff to give them more time to do so.

Responses made by college and university officials pointed
to curriculum development in the elementary school as a
significant problem. Many, however, said they do not think
the elementary school principal is properly informed or ade-
quately trained to assume the leadership in this area.

\»._J‘

COMMUNICATION

While relatively few principals referred directly to prob-
lems involving communication with the public and with
school personnel, many of their responses implied that this is
a problem. Many of these concerns have been discussed
under the general caiegory of “public relations.” Also, many
principals indicated that they have problems associated with
communications when asked by interviewers to describe
their own personal weaknesses as administrators.

One state department representative attributed the lack
of communication skills among many principals to their lack
of proper training in elementary school administration.

ADMINISTRATIVE LEADERSHIP

While the intervi:w sample generally was critical of 1,
leadership abilities of the elementary school principal,

is significant to note that the bulk of that criticism came from
respondents who were not_nrincipals. Of 183 respondents

. dg@*
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who 1dentified key prol..ems under the category of “‘admin-
istrative leacder %hlp only 70 were principals and only part
of that number were self-critical. As table 8 shows, “role
identification” drew ninety-eight responses—ffty-five of
them from principals—making it the largest problem area
identified under “administrativ < leadership” and the second-
largest problem area in the study after “personnel selection”
and “placement.” As a major problem, “role identiﬁr*ati@n”
tied for second in regions IT and T1I and fifth in regions I

and V.,
TapLe 8

Propriazs RELATED TO ADMINISTRATIVE LTAD RSITIP
- - R111k of Pm)lemii - 1;’7 mupi];
CLASSIFICATION 1 2 3 Tat:ﬂ Du]}a
Climate o

Personal values 6 6 4 16 1

Style 10 6 3 19 5
Preparation 8 5 6 19 4
Resources 2 3 3 8 0
Inservice training 4 9 4 17 0
Role identification 50 29 29 108 55
I\esearch o 2 1 3 6 5

CLIMATE

Questions relating to the personal values and style of a
school administrator that influence the climate of the school
drew thirty-five responses. However, only six of those
responscs were from principals: one of sixteen responses
on “personal values” and five of nineteen on “style.” Thus
it appears that principals do not see the values or style of
their leadership as the problem that other educators in
the sample do. Ac;ordmif’ ta some respondents, principals
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are finding it difficult to provide the kind of leadership that
stimulates an emerging group of professionals to do a more
adequate job of educating pupils. Respondents said chang-
ing demands, the multiplicity of innovations, and compul-
sory negotiations contribute to conditions that require lead-
ership skills unfanuhar to many principalgi The president

of an clementary school principals’ association observed:

Part of the problem is due to the principal’s own failure to rec-
ognize the professional abilities of his own staff. He feels that
he should he adequate in all subject areas and this is not possi-
ble. ITe must learn to provide leadership so that his professional
staff feel that they are allowed to do it themselves. The principals
have been insecure and have felt that they had to provide the
leadership themselves by possessing the expertise in all subject
areas. They behaved in such a way as to say “do it my way, or
it won’t be done at all.”

Other respondents felt that many principals are ignoring
the changes that have taken place around them. They have
failed “to assume a leadership role ior fear that they might
rock the boat,” said a college official. Their schools are not
innovative and a lack of enthusiasm permeates the students
and staff, said another.

PREPARATION

Of ninecteen respondents who identified the preparation of
elementary principals as a major problem, only four were
,rincipal‘%. ?tite department of eclucatien oFﬁ'cia]s in 311-

fer eleu’lentaly gc,:hoc»l prmmpals are madequate. A cgllege
representative supported that contention with this obser-

vation:
b
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The training and preparation of elementary principals are inade-
quate. I’riorities have heen misplaced. There is a need to train
instructional leaders. The superintendent, however, often pushes
unqualified people into the leadership role; they may become
plant managers really because they don’t have the background
necessary to be instructional change agents,

An ESPA president commented:

Most of the principals’ training, as well as that of the teachers,
is such that they are only capable of perpetuating the system as
it is. Most training programs have not providerd them with the
necessary skills to implement change and to make the adjust-
ment necessary within the organization.

Wy
‘”u.a“

of the principals who felt he lacked adequate prepara-
ticn f r his job had the following observation:

My concern is for my own limitation in the development of new
programs. This is due to the lack of training I kave had and the
lack of availability of courses or workshops to prepare myself.
My background is in the secondary field and I feel inadequate
to help elementary teachers, particularly in the primary areas.
I do counseling with teachers and parents without adequate
training and preparation. My preparation as a teacher and
principal did not include courses to give me a background in
this area.
The preparation of elementary school principals is de-
tailed in chapter 5.
RESOURCES
Of eight responde-ts who identified “resources” as a major
problem area, none was a principal. Four of those responses
were from ESPA presidents who felt difficulties exist in
securing resources to assist in improving administrative
leadership in the schools.




INSERVICE TRAINING

Seventeen respondents identified “inservice training” as a
major problem area; again, none of them was a principal,
State department of education officials were the most fre-
quent respondents to this issue, It was their general feeling
that existing inservice programs for elementary school prin-
cipals are inadequate.

ROLE TDENTITICATION

As noted before, “role identification” elicited the second
most responses in the study. Fifty-five of the ninetv-eight
responses on this subject came from elementary principals
themselves and reflected an even distribution from princi-
pals in all six school classifications. Sample responses on this
subject indicated that the role of the elementary school prin-
cipal is not well defined. Many responses further indicated
that the elementary principal feels he is accorded minimal
recognition by school superintendents and the community
for his ])OSitl()ﬂ of professional leadership. As one principal
commented: “The e]uuentarv schools are not too important
in the eyes of the people. They feel anyone can teach there
ot be an administrator there.”
An ESPA president observed:

The elementary principal is considered an errand boy and a

disciplinarian rather than a professional administrator with

leadership responsibilities in the district. The background of

the elementary administrator in coming from areas other than

the elementary school has had an affect on the evaluation and

definition of his role.

A university official asked the critical question:
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FTDW much 'mthc)fity is f]E]E“’ﬂtEd to the pfincipal bv thé %uper:

old fa:ahmue,(li 111{; 1)1‘111@11;41 dDez not 114\,& a self—lmage or rc41=
ization of his role. Principals tend to think of themselves as
keepers of buildings rather than educational leaders. Principals
still think of themselves as the “principal-teacher” and do not
see themselves as a manager or executive.

The self-concejpt cited in the preceding paragraph has
ample basis in fact. In one state, for example, a state edu-
cation department official noted that only 28 principals in
430 elementary schools devote all of their time to admin-
istration. In another state, a %tate department ofhcial said
that out of 232 principals listed at the elementary school
level, only 35 are full-time 131&111(:11)?11%; all others are teach-
ing principals. Some sample responses indicated that prin-
cipals, in addition to teaching, often do their own office work
hecause secretarial help is not provided. Other responses
revealed that principals in some districts administer two or
more buildings at the same time. Many respondents said
they feel that such cuts into the principal’s administrative
time reflect the limited importance given to the position by
the school district’s central administration.

‘%miv 1*(:%]\-011(1(31112% indicatczd tl'at uncler such C(‘)ﬂdiﬁﬁﬂ‘%
ager and difficult to tal\e any Dther mlc:—. mncept su-mu%]_v_
Thus, according to one university representative:

Many elementary school principals use the position as a stepping
stone upward. It's not really considered as a professional posi-
tion. I find that very few men principals stay in their position
very long. They tend to move on up to an assistant superinten-
dent. Many are involved in extensive duties in addition to their
principalship duties, such as handling bus schedules and doing

O
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some coaching on the side to get additional pay. Many don't

understand what the duties of the elementary school principal
are. They are inadequately trained and many are secondary
people who have been appointed to the position of elementary
schoel principal and don’t really realize what they are supposed
to do.

Many elementary principals were especially critical of
school district central-office staffs, charging that central
staffs are “oriented to the secondary school” to the detri-
ment of the elementary school. The central staffs, many prin-
cipals =aid, are unaware of or unconcerned with the issues
and problems of the elementary school. Principals said they
resent sccondary schools receiving a greater share of the
financial pie and they resent being accused of not adequately
preparing pupils for entrance into the secondary level.

Further, principals expressed resentment that many of
them are responsible for a school while being excluded from
planning related to the school and its programs. (As pre-
v 1ou€%1} noted, they object to being excluded from participa-
tion in the selection of personnel who will be assigned to
programs for which they are responsible.)

A university representative, who said principals should
try to reverse the conditions which prompted the complaints,
noted:

The principal must be provided more opportunity for the con-
trol of his own school and an opportunity to have a say in the
total school operation as far as contributing to policy develop-
ment. Unless a principal takes it upon himself to identify more
specifically his role and to firm up his position, which includes a
leadership role in policy-making, negotiations, and decision-
malking, he is going to be left out completely. At the present iimne,
some principals are not invelved at all in total district leader-

.
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ship roles. Principals must take a stand and be in a position of
leadership.

Some principals said they feel too much is expected of

them in terms of oversceing the school's noninstructional
program. One said:

I cannot he an expert in all arcas and fields. The noninstruc-
tional program takes too much time from the instructional pro-
gram and there is a lack of supportive specialists to relieve the
principal of some duties and responsibilities.

Some respondents noted that the roles of the supportive
staftf often are no better defined than that of the principal.
They added that a1 lack of role definition and definition
of responsibilities often is the cause of conflict between
support staff and principals.

Respondents also noted that the role of the principal in re-
lation to his teaching staff is changing and becoming more
uncertam as teflcher% demand more rlﬁhts prwﬂeneq *md

CQ]]LCEIVE bai:,mnmrr
RESEARCIL

“Research” drew only six responses from the sample, but
five were from principals. Those who responded to this issue
said they could find little time to engage in research or to
utilize research. “Finding time to keep up with current lit-
eraturé is imp* 'ible because of all the time tflken up by ad-
other Said “There is too 11ttle tlme to do naae*—u*ch necessary
&= innovation because of the 111*111}2’ small details of the job.”
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ORGANI1ZATIONAL TEXTURE

Key problems under “or rganizational texture” were identi-

fied by 184 reqponclenta in the sample, but only 69 of them
were principals. “District Ql'gam,fatmu policies” elicited
seventy responscs, thirty two of tl 1em from principals, mak-=
ing 1t the largest problem under Jlgammtmnﬂ texture”

and the ﬁfth—r'mked problem in the study. Under “organiza-
tional texture,” “district organization” tied with * ‘individual
differences” in region VIII as the second most identified
problem aud was part of a three-way tie for third most sig-
nificant problem in region 1X. Table 9 shows the range of
concern expressed by the interview sample with regard to

“organizational texture.”

TABT E9
ProprEMS RELATED TO ORGANIZATIONAL TEXTURE
Rank of Problem - I{fri;];’:ip’llté
CLASSIFICATION 1 2 3 Total Only
Building organization 0 1 4 5 3
District organization 25 21 26 70 32
(Policies) 7
Militancy 7 3 19 4
Negotiations 15 16 12 43 9
Administration employment
practices 6 3 6 15 1
Communications 9 11 12 32 20

BUILDING ORGANIZATION

“Building organization” was listed by only five respondents,
including thice principals, as a major problem. No trend
of thought was discernible among the responses to this issue.
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DISTRICT ORGANIZATION

>1’“
r Jq‘

Those responses in the samnle that deal with “district or-
oanization” as a nﬂjor probiem are tied in with previously
d isc 1ssed responses on ‘“‘role identification.” As noted before,
e clementary school principal feels excluded from the dis-
t1*1;t s policy-making process. In addition, he often feels that
he has less status in the district than do other school officials.

Several principals were critical of the political motives
of school-board members and superintendents or other
powers in the community.

3y 5!"3‘
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NEGOTIATIONS AND MILITANCY

The areas of “negotiations” and “militancy” drew sixty-two

responses. Principals accounted for thirteen of that total.
Nine principals of forty-three respondents addressed “nego-
tiations” as a major problem area and four principals of
nineteen respondents were concerned about “militancy.”
Neither issue was in the top five ranking in any region of
the country. Most respondents pointed to past administra-
tive practices and to rising social pressure as the causes of
the recent upswing in what they regard to be teacher mili-
tancy.

=

EMPLOYMENT PRACTICES

While fifteen 1*cspondents identified the selection of elemen-

tary principals as a major problem, ouly one of them was a
principal. Several of the respondents were critical of the
criteria used to fill vacancies.

Respondents suggested that certification requirements
for elementary school principals are inadequate in many
states. Some of them said temporary certificates too often
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are liberally awarded and the rules for meeting certification
standards often are looscly enforced. Sonic of them believe
this is the recason many elementary scheol principalships are
staffed by head teachers, former caaches, or other poorly
qualified personnel. They cited the failure of school district
officials to recognize the importance of the elementary prin-
cipalship as the main barrier to the clevation or creation of
certification standards.

COMMUNICATION

Of thirty-two respondents who identified “‘communications”
as a key problem, twenty were principals ; most of them gave
responses that indicate communication problems are tied in
closely with “role identification” and “district organizational
policies.” However, no principals from the inner-core school
addressed the subject of “communications.” Several princi-
pal: were distressed ’*ﬁt what they consider orieaway com-

FINANCES AND FACILITIES

“Finances and facilities” and their related problems drew
253 responses from the sample, including 176 from princi-
pals. The three top issues were “buildings,” “referenda,”
and “service staff.” “Buildings,” listed as the second-ranked
problem in regions VI and IX, tied for second in region VI,
tied for third in region IV, and ranked third in regions II
and ITI. “Referenda” ranked fourth in regions I and IIT and
tied for fourth in region II. “Service staff” tied for third
ranking in region VIII and was fourth in region IV. Table
10 shows the distribution »~f responses.
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Principals’ Problems

ABLE 10
PP’ronrLiEas RELATED 10 [FINANCES AND b ACILITIES

T 7“75111 k of Pruhlem Prm(:lp;ﬂs
CLASSIFICATION 1 2 3 Total Only
I\hmtegzlncg 2 0 4 6 5
Service staff 7 13 19 39 29
Records 0 0 1 1 0]
Equipment 3 7 5 15 11
Supplies 8 16 13 37 28
Referenda 28 24 19 71 39
Transportation 0 2 3 5 4
Lulldmg5 2428 26 78 60

MAINTENANCE AND STAY¥F SERVICE

Principals who identified “maintenance” and ‘‘service staff”
as problems generally complained of difficulty in finding an
adequate supply of personnel qualified or competent in these
areas. One principal commented:
The probler: we have with custodians is that they will not do
anything uuless they are told to. They let things slide and will
not cooperate with the teachers. We have been unable to find
competent people for these positions.
Several ESPA presidents cited shortage of qualified clerical
assistance for principals as a major problem. They cited a
lack of funding for enough clerical personnel and low pay
for existing clerical personnel as the underlying causes of
this problem.

RECORDS

Only one respondent—who wasn’t a principal-——saw the
maintenance of records as a major problem.
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EQUIPMENT AND SUPPLIES

Fleven pr’incipil% of fiftcen respondents identified “equip-
ment” as a major problem and twenty eight of thirty seven
listed “supplies.” Generally the respondents cited a lack of
funds for enough of these necessities. One prmupal said
that at the opening of one school vear he had 2,300 pupils
in his building and yet received only enough supplies for 200.
Many respondents also complained that administrators
who distribute funds give low priority to the needs of the
clementary schools. Some elementary principals said they
get what is left after the secondary schools have been sup-
plied ; some principals of predominantly Negro elementary
schools complained that the white schools get higher pri-

ority.
REFERENDA

Thsufficient financial support from local, state, and federal
revenues was identified as a major problem by seventy-one
respondents. Thirty nine of them were principals and nine-
teen werc ESPA pr eszclents_ Respondents blamed their
money shortage on local property taxes, inadequate tax
bases, unequal appropriations of state funds to local dis-
tricts, negative attitudes of legislators and the public toward
education, and limited funds for schools. They cited over-
crowded classrooms, low salaries, poor equipment, and mini-
rml Suppﬁ(‘:‘S as the result. Many felt little hope for any sig-

Ermmpals in several suburban and intermediate districts
said rapid population growth is the major cause of financial
problems in the school. They noted that families are flooding

into areas that have little industry to share the tax burden.
Frw
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Consequently, people fecl threatened by property tax in-
creases; in many cases, they have organizerd resistance to
increased property taxes.

Responses indicated that population mobility has caused
financia: problems in urban schools as well. As a university
representative noted:

The rural areas do not have the industries and the cities that do
have the industry are finding that their assessed evaluation is
being lowered because of the establishment of ghetto areas.

Respondents indicated serious concern that neither the
pubhc nor the state 1 gis LLturex fully appvecmhz the neg(la

spondents %11(1 cclu tors need to do a more c;ﬂ:er‘twe. ujb of
communicating the nt;ecls of the schools to the public and its

elected officials.
SCITOOL BUILDINGS

Buildings ranked as the biggest concern of respondents in
the area of “finances” and ‘‘facilities.” Sixty principals of
seventy-nine respondents listed the condition of their build-
ings as a major problem. Generally, the respondents said
buildings are old, small, and incapable of adequately sup-
porting new programs. Many principals complained that
the elementary program too often is relegated to old build-
ings discarded after high-school use. A: one principal said:

State accreditation standards require the district to build a new
facility for the high school, but there are few and in some cases
no standards which require new and better facilities for the
elementary schools.

Another principal said: )
73
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This building was originally built as a senior high school. Other
programs are housed in a church and other public buildings.
These facilities are only conducive fe  the traditional approach.
It is tiie only school with telepliones in the lavatories. The boys’
lavatory has been claimed for the school nurse and the girls’
lavatory for the reading teacher.

Still another noted:

We need spceial space requirements for some of our programs.
We are overcrowded and must use cafeteria space and such
areas which are not conducive to good teaching practices.

Many respondents accused superintendents and school
boards of failing to press for better facilities, pointing out
that these officials fear to jeopardize their positions by ask-
ing constituents for additional funds.

TasLr 11
KEsroNses oF PRINCIPALS BY Scirool CLASSIFICATION
AND PROBLEM CATEGORIES
COMBINATION OF ALL REGIONS

Sub- Major
School Classification  Lotal Head- Area
— ing
PROBLEM CATEGORIES 1 2 3 4 5 § % %

1. School and society 120 14
1.1 Community influences 17 8 7 8 9 50 6
1.2 Federa! and state
involvement 4 Z Z 10 1
1.3 Goal setting 1 2 2
1.4 Public relations 12 11 8 1 g 9 58 7

2. Pupil personnel 117 14
2.1 Involvement ' 6 .5
2.2 Management 27 3
2.3 Pupil assessment and
development
2.4 Individual differences
2.5 Cultural differences .
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Sehoeol Classification

 Sub- Ml;c;r
Total Head- Area

ing

3. Instructional program
3.1 Evaluation
3.2 Personnel selection
and placement
Supervision
3.4 Innovation
3.5 Inservice
3.6 Communication
3.7 Curriculum

4.1 Climate
4.1 a. Personal values
4.1 b. 5tyle

4.2 Preparation

4.3 Resources

4.4 Inservice training

4.5 Kole indentification

4.6 Research

5. Organizational texture

5.1 Building organization

5.2 District organization
(policies)

5.3 Militancy

5.4 Negoatiations

5.5 Administrative employment
practices

5.6 Communications

6. Finances and facilities
6.1 Maintenance
6.2 Service staff
6.3 Records
6.4 Equipment
6.5 Supplies
6.6 Referenda
6.7 Transportation
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Sources of Assistance

RI.ZI’RESENTATI\'I-ZS of five resource agencies were inter-
viewed to find out what kinds of assistance they made
available to elementary school principals. An attempt was
made to identify the assistance programs available through
the U.S. Office of Iiducation (USOIL), state departments
of education, colleges and universities, state elemeutary
school principals associations (IESPA), and regiona! edu-
cational laboratories. The functions of these agencies differ
considerably from each other, and their activities vary
greatly in design and effect.

U.S. OFFICE oF EDUCATION

Originalily, the U%Df corlcentﬂted on gathering statistics
and distributing information regarding “‘the condition 11‘1(1
nrogress of education in the several states and territories.’
Today its responsibilities encompass 76 separate programs
that provide services either directly or indirectly to the 55
million students in our nation’s schools, to 20 million adults
in continuing educition programs, to two and one half mil-
lion teachers, 105,000 elementary and secondary schools,
25,000 school districts, 2,200 institutions of higher educa-
tion, and 55 state and territorial departments of education.

76"
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CITARACTERISTICS
Recognizing state and local responsibility for education,
the multiplicity of programs to be implemented and the press
of the Legislature, the USOE now finds itself in a delicate
position confronted with numerous problems. To accom-
plish the ohiectiv:‘ set forth in a deluge of legislative pro-
grams while remaining neutral in excrcising control over

“curriculum, programs of instruction, administration, or
personnel of any educational institution” calls for excep-
tional care. The question of how much influence categorized
programs, guidelines, reporting requirements, and matching
provisions have on decision making at the local level is con-
tinually asked but unanswered. Philosophical statements and
guidelines emanating from the divisions of the U.S. Office
empha:i?e declicatinn; to the premise tl’at “fr—c;e public ec111=
must opc,.ratc. uucler th; contrul of, state .imd local governé
ments.” Yet the USOL describes its purpose as “aflording,
- and using its influence to cause to be afforded, the opportunity
for every person in the nation to be as well educated as his
Cél])"l(‘it\f permits” and sets forth criteria requiring that the

“state educational agency malke certain determinations con-
sistent with such basic ulterla as the Commissioner mav
establish . . .” Despite this ambiguity, the intent of the U.S.
Office seems to be to encourage and assist local school dis-
tricts in the development of programs dedicated to changing
people, providing services, and improving practices.

PROGRAMS
The vast array of programs administered by the USOE

which pour vast sums ,f noney into ]ementary and sccond=
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ary schools across the nation, are devoted to (1) improving
the quality of education at every level for all per-ons in the
United States, (2) bringing equality of educational oppor-
tunity to various groups of citizens who have not had it in
the past, and (3) hdpmg cducational institutions examine
themselves in light of society’s changing requirements. Some
of the objectives of these programs are to overcome edtica-
tional deprivation, to improve library resources, to
strenethen instruction, to encourage desegregation, to over-
come language difficulties, to reduce school dropouts, to
improve cotnseling and guidance, and to strengthen person-

nel who serve in elementary and secondary schools.

The extent of influence that existing programs have on
local school districts is not clearly established. One estima-
tion of effect 15 in terms of the amount of funds being fun-
neled into specified programs. Approximately three-fourths
of Title I money goes into the elementary school since the

=

U.S. Office considers this to be the most effective level at
which to deal with problems of educational deprivation. The
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESIEA), the
Title VII Bilingual Education and the Economic Opportun-
ity Act (EOA), and the Title IT Follow-Through programs
also are directed toward elementary school children These
programs are limited to those schools selected by the USOE
on the basis of nominations from state agencies and/or
invitations to submit formal proposals. Because of limited
funds, these programs are reaching only a fraction of the
children eligible to receive assistance.

Interdepartmental difficulties exist between offices dealing
with civil rights problems. Where one office used to handle
all problems dealing Wlth desegregation, now two are in-
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volved. The Division of Equal Educational Dpportunities 18
responsible for Title IV, the “carrot program,” or aid to
local districts in developing and iuplementing desegrega-
tion plans. The Civil Rights Department administers Title
VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the “axe program” or
enforcement of the mandatory desegregation order. Exist-
ing relationships between these two offices consequently are
made difficult. Title 1V is autherized to provide technical
a%aistance flirectly to 1@&31 distficts. On invitation, consult-
and SChDDl bc:)ard 1’1161111_361*5 11;1 developing plans and proc..1-
ures f@r cle:;erffeg'ation 'The Civil Riﬂ'h*c: Di‘visiorl of the

Tltle \f’; and ded]S chrectly w1th superlnt@nclalts and s;hool
boards to help them develop plans of compliance with the
desegregation law.

IESIEA Title V authorizes grants to state departments for
the improvement of leadership resources and to assist them
in ideiztifvinff and ﬂnﬁ;&tiﬂf‘r educ-—ition*ﬂ needs Funds are

t:—mploymcnt Qf addltlaﬁal coordmatoré Ell’ld supervisors
among the many divisions within the department. With this
support, state departments have been able to provide more
educational services than would have been possible through
regular state channels.

Programs designed to provide training for school ad-
numqtrators are authorized under the Education Profes-

ons Development Act (EPIDA). This program is based
on thc assumption that “the decisions, attitudes and abilities
of school administrators have wide-ranging influence upon
every aspect of the school system.” Projects to be supported
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include the recruitment and preparation of new elementary
and secondary administrators as well as inservice training
for administrators in the field. There are over two million
educational personnel in the elementary and secondary
schools, so obviously these programs cannot meet all the
training and development needs. An examination of existing
projects reveals that no programs supported by EPDA
funds focus on the improvement of elementary school prin-
cipals. The lack of funds could be considered a primary
cause of this condition, but other factors have contributed
to the situation. Presently, no one in the department appears
to be sensitive to the needs of elementary school principals.
Although periodic conferences are held with professional
association representatives, and U.S. Office emplovees attend
regular professional meetings, the department maintains
the view :

. . no vital need exists in the direction of elementary school
principals, Other needs are much more evident at the present
time and speak louder than those of the elementary principal.
It is considered in this department that building principals have
had programs and sufficient salaries to buy their own training
and inservice activities. There are also in existence programs in
the colleges to prepare principals. We also feel that elementary
school principals have come out of top teachers who were eager
to get ahead, to get further training, and have spent their own
money to do so. Therefore these people are better trained and
federal funds should be diverted to other things as there are
greater needs in other areas.

Considering the extent of program offerings and the level
of funds involved, it is surprising to discover the limitations
in the area of human resources that the U.S. Office can offer
to aid local school districts. Due to the lack of adequate staff,

ATy
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the USOIL personnel indicate thac they “just go through
the motions of offering consultation services.” The USOIE
looks to the state agency as a resource base of consultative
qervice: fof loml «;c:h@c)l clistrict% Eut there is little EVidEﬂEE

f,, lc_)ca.l ’chools bemu&e Lﬁ]CI(;I]Ly Qf the U.‘:QL is not
measured in ternis of the effect on the local recipient, but iﬂ
terms of input, that is, “getting the dollars to the states.’

The Office does a token job of monitoring programs in
operation at the school district level. Reports are required
containing statistical and fiscal information as well as narra-
tive data describing program effectiveness. Some projects
are visited by the USOI personnel, but this practice is rare
due to limited funds. It is evident that the U.S. Office relies
heavily on state agencics to keep it informed of programs
in operation, existing needs, and effects resulting from its
intervention in the states.

STATE DEPARTMENTS OF EDUCATION

The assistance the principal might receive from his state
department of education varies a great deal from state to
state. Consultative services are available in all nine regions,
but opinion varies considerably as to what is meant by con-
sultative services.

PROGRAMS
Specifically designated personnel in different states in-
clude (besides the district or regional supervisors) consult-
ants in curriculum, in inservice and workshop development,
and in special programs such as reading, guidance, handi-
capped, adult education, and vocational education. Two

%



states specifica 11\* mention consultative advice on school law,
AMany of the smaller school districts cannot afford t
federal program directors; therefore, this encourages
departments to provide a :pecmhst to assist in writing pr
ects and presenting them for funding purposes under various
federal titles. Often consultants are available to the state or
region at large, but in several departments they are speci-
fically designated for elementary school assistance only.
One state, with 900 elementary school principals, has one
elementary consultant.

Many state departments provide assistance in the planning
and implementation of inservice programs and workshops.
Their consultants assist in designing inservice programs for
individual school districts and counties or they may plan
regional programs in conjunction with colleges and uni-
versities, The state department often is involved in work-
shops developed for elementary school principals conducted
o1 various campuses during‘ the summer sessions. One state
offers financial aid to counties, in special cases, to develop in-
service programs for principals and teachers. A state with
a 30 percent yearly turnover of elementary school principals
conducts a conterence for beginning principals cach fall to
assist in their orientation to the state’s educational system as
a whole. Other states hold regional curriculum conferences
that involve elementary principals from around the state.
This is to assist in utilizing developmental approaches in
various stthject areas.

Publications related to elementary and secondary educa-
tion as well as selected special areas are a service provided
by the state departments in all regions. Materials include
manuals and guidelines for elementary principals aimed at

e
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self-improvement, curriculum guides, scope an ’1 sequence
charts, and handbooks for patrons, studies of dropouts,
evaluation guides, and publications on the implementation of
programs and a variety of otlier topics. One state distributes
a monthly newsletter containing ideas, activities, ongoing
programs, and information relating to the elementary school
principals of the sta

In a few states, the state board of education mvolves itself
in the elementary school principals association or has county
superintendents on its staff. Evaluation programs (usually
conducted at the request of the individual districts) also are
provided in several states, Other states have self-evaluation
programs or employ teams to evaluate whole districts on an
established schedule. Programs mentioned only once or twice
in the nine regions include state department commissions or
committees on standards, policies, and goals; research
centers; data-processing assistance; visitations between
districts; development of model programs; funds for con-
sultants and outside specialists ; teacher replacement service
and teacher aides. Two states mentioned personal telephone
contacts directly between state department personnel and
the elementary schools of the state as one program for pro-
viding assistance to these schools.

COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES

Officials of eighty-seven colleges and universities were iuier-
viewed and asked to name the resources within their insti-
tutions available to assist the elementary school principal. As
can be seen from the following summary of responses (table
12), the college or university sees as its greatest resource its

faculties and course offerings.
e



TARLE 12

Resources \WWrtitiN 7112 UNIVERSITY !
A CoMPILATION oF UNIVERSITY PERCEPTIONS

RESOURCE FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE ADEQUACY USE

=

University staff 52 256 4 3% 3.2
Conferences, classes,

workshops 27 13.3 4.4 3.5
Educational resource centers 27 13.3 44 3.3
University library

services 25 12.3 4.7 3.3

Centers of education:!
research 23 11.6 3.9 2.9

Curriculum centers or labs 13 6.4 4.2 3.1
Audio-visual services 12 5.9 4.4 3.6
Laboratory schools 9 4.4 4.2 2.5

Special consultants : e.g.,
math negotiations, or
reading 24 2.7 2.1

19 3.0 3.0

1.5 3.0 2.5

1.5 4.2 4.5

Student teacliers

Urban studies centers

LN I S

Placement offices

TOTAL 203

*Rastirgjﬁ' cale for Ad eqﬁa}y and Use

Extremely Very Very Extremely

Inadequate Inadequate Inadequate Adequate Adequate Adequate
1 2 3 4 5 6

Not Little Moderately Often Very Often Extensively
Used Used Used Used Used Used

§g§§
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PriNcIPALS ASSOCIATIONS

The presidents of the state elementary school principals
associations (IESIPPAA) were asked to deseribe the programs
heing conducted by their associations designed to assist
clementary school principels in dealing with their problems.
Tn addition, the presidents were asked to evaluate the ade-
(uacy of each program and to indicate the extent to which
the principals used these resources. Their responses ranged
from “we do not have any program for the assistance of our
elementary school principals around the state” to an exten-

sive listing of activities, publications, and committee proj-

ccts. Accompanying the wide range of existing pr f.: ams

are variations in philosophical views 1’egardlnff the role of
the association and the appropriate leadership it should
provide.

Representing one end of the continuum is the followin
! g
philosophy:

The association’s activities are not organized as problem-solving
situations or as resources to elementary school principals. Only
stimulation. We have one state meeting per year and have very
small participation in this meeting. A¢ president of the associa-
tion, I wouldn’t want it any different than it is. We are not a
group to turn over education. We’re not involved in unions or
negotiations. We feel we are a profession rather than a craft;
therefore, we do not have to push, negotiate, and demand. It
seems as if we just have a one-hour speech from a well-known
authority and then we have a social gathering.

At the other end:
The association has moved from a professional Kiwanis Club

O
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stance to tha! of an association which will take political actions.
We have been forced into this role. We now have a new presi-
dent who is providing eager, energetic leadership in this direc-

tion.

The Department of Elenientary School Principals (DESP)
at the time of the intervicws took a position somewhere
between these two views, but ieaned toward the conservative.
An executive officer of DESP stated:

I have discouraged the addition of consultant staff here at the
national level. Also have avoided involvement politically, that is,
attempting to obtain funds from the U.S. Office of Education
as [ am personally against it. I think it is not right.

The incoming executive official, hewever, expressed the need
to become politically active and to take an aggressive lead-
ership role in strengthening the elementary school principal-

ship nationwide.

PROGRAMS

Among the programs being conducted by the associations,
the activities considered by the presidents to be most ade-
(uate in providing aid to elementary principals are (1) a
multiplicity of committee work, (2) workshops or seminars
conducted by state departments and universities, and (3)
state association conferences. These three activities encom-
pass 64 percent of all activities mentioned with the remaining
36 percent distributed among 10 other distinct services (see
table 13).

CHEE
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TABLE 13

ESPA Resot cks: THEIR ADEQUACY AND USE
As VieweEp sy ESPA PRrRESIDENTS

RESOURCE FLEQUENCY PERCENTAGE ADEQUACY USE

Committee work 63 32.5 4.4%* 4.0%
Workshops and seminars 32 16.5 3.4 4.4
State conferences 29 14.9 4.1 3.7
Publications 17 8.8 3.8 4.0
Study groups 14 7.0 4.5 3.7
Joint association meeting 13- 6.7 3.7 3.3
Regional meetings 7 3.6 4.2 3.6
Consultant services 3.0 3.5 3.5
Lobbying 3.0 3.0 3.0
None 3.0
Executive secretary 1.0 5.0 5.0
Internship program S5 4.0 Planning
Stage
National conference 1 5 4.0 4.0

s I O T O N

PR

TOTAL 197

*See Iéaiiizg Scale on ﬁagz?i?é.

Committee work comprises 32.5 percent of all activities
considered by the presidents to be valuable resources to asso-
ciation members. Ten different committees were mentioned,
some having broad, overlapping functions and others specifi-
cally focused on a single task:

Accreditation Standards
Legislative Action

Elementary Principals Certification
Curriculum

Research
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Cmnmum ations

Salary
Preservice and Inservice Training
I rofessional Standing
Foundations

Accreditation Standards top the list of committee assign-
ments mentioned by the presidents with Tegislative Action,
Certification of Principais, and Curriculum all occupying
second place. All four of these committees were rated ade-
quate or above in ettectiveness, and moderate to extensive
in use. The accreditation standards committees are dealing
with questions such as:

How does one effectivelv evaluate schools without involvement

in red tape? |

How does one obtain feedback from children, parents, and teach-

ers that is meaningful for scliool improvement ?

What constitutes a “good school ?”

Two accreditation groups have produced handbooks con-
taining criteria and procedures for the principal’s use in
making judﬂ*ments regarding the ade—qtﬂcy of the school
c»f the arffamzatlon formuhte resolutmns and present them
to the annual meetings and when possible to the state board
to influence the present financing of education.” Certification
committ&es wm’k iﬂdependeﬁtly as \vell as direct]y with state
to nmke reconnnendatlous for 1111pr0v111g the quahty of the
elementary school principal. Curriculum groups attempt to
bring to the attention of the membership sound innovative
practices, encourage intelligent change, motivate principals

%%
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to engage in stalt development, and assist principals in secur-
ing aid as needed for curricular improvement. Research
committees are engaged in seeking out significant research,
condensing the information, and disseminating it to prin-

Salary, P.cservice and Tnservice Training, Professional
Standing, and Foundations committees ; although, when dis-
cussed by the presidents, they were considered to be adequate
in effectiveness and often used by the association.
Workshops or seminars conducted by consultants from
institutions of higher education and/or state departments
of education were second in order of mention (16.5 percent)
and were rated barely adequate and often nsed. Summer
programs are sponsored by the associations and conducted
on university or college canmpuses. These workshops cover
such topics as evaluation, public relations, educational man-
agement, leadership, role of the principal as instructional
leader, and interpersonal relationships. Many of these work-
shops carry academic credit and may be counted toward
certification. Orientation programs for new principals also
are conducted on college campuses during the summer
months. One-day workshops were favored by principals be-
cause they can be conducted in alternate locations and re-
quire a minimal commitment of time away from the office.
The third most frequent mentioned resource (14.9 per-
cent) was the state conference meetings. Most regions con-
duct state meetings at least once a year with the majority
conducting both fall and spring conferences. Activities dur-
ing these sessions include guest speakers, panels, symposia,
idea sharing, and business meetings. Eight percent of the
states indicated they hold two- or three-day conferences
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rather than the usual one-day, drive-in affair to develop a
stronger group feeling and to explore problems in greater
depth. State conferences were rated as adequate and often
used.

Area meetings were mentioned byv only 3.6 percent of the
presidents and four out of the nine regions made no mention
of this resource. Joint association meetings with other ad-
ministrators were listed by 6.7 percent of the sample but the
rated effectiveness was less than adequate and only moder-
ately used by elementary principals. The intent of these joint
mectiros is to provide an opportunity for chief school officers
and secondary and elementary pr nupals to meet and discuss
cominon 1)1’01)1@1‘1’15, however, these sessions tend to be domi-
nated by administrators other than the elementary prin-
cipals.

Publications were fourth in rank among the services listed
(8.8 percent) as an aid to principals. The majority of the
prt:a,lden (62 percent) made no mention that the associa
tion was producing materials or newsletters as a resource
to the membership. Of those who did mention publications,
the major output is a newsletter (20 percent). The news-
letter was considered adequate in effectiveness and often was
used by principals as a source of information. Association
journals were rated inadequate while often used, and pam-
phlets, yearbooks, and handbooks were considered adecuate
and often used. Included in these publications are descrip-
tions of innovations being attempted, current problems con-
fronting elementary principals, outstanding features of spe-
cific schools, needs, current news, and specific aids in dealing
with current issues. Many of the articles, pamphlets, and
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handbooks are written by experts in the field and published
through the use of association funds.

Study groups (7 percent) are actively engaged in (1) im-
proung standards of elementary school principals; (2) de-
termining the IOIE of thé pﬁncq)al m a 11111t'mt SIthtlon

J'

thur 5tuc]v the_} pLﬂ lhhed palnphlc;t tltlcd T/zc? FDZC’ Df z‘/zc’
Eleme:atary Principal that “was distributed throughout the
state, and a noticeable change has taken place at one univer-
sity in the prepara.ion program for elementary school prin-
cipals.”

Consultant services (3 percent), available to the member-
ship on a voluntary basis, are provided by executive officers
and association members and occasionally by hired profes-
sional consultants. Executive officers, the majority who are
full-tume principals, travel throughout their state on request
to investigate problems, evaluate programs, or conduct
workshops on innovative practices.

Usually the problems involve policy violation of the district or
failure of the district to have specific policies and individual prin-
cipals find themselves in difficulty. We go to the district, investi-
gate the situation, and make recommendations to the board and
superintendent.

Cﬁnsultation onnew ancl inﬁOV’ltiVE pr(:)fframs is pf@vided

operate SLlCh prggramg within th(;:‘ll’ own scheolsi Perlads
ically, consultants with a national reputation are obtained
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to conduct workshops and seminars on specific problems and
practices.

Legislative lobbying comprises 3 percent of the listed re-
sources. Two associations maintain a registered lobbyist to
push for desired legislation while another indicated it has
joined forces with NEA and the state education association
to present their united support for or against selected educa-
tion bills. One state has formed a state council consisting of
representatives of ESPA, ASCD, state department officials,
school business officials, chief school officers, and the second-
ary school principals association to improve communications
between all organizations and to take political action.

Previously, these associations only made resolutions which were
contained within their respective organizations. Now, the or-
ganizations are joining together and approaching the legislature
with an organized program. The group has discussed the possi-
bility of utilizing lobbyists.

Only two association presidents (4 percent) inentioned
an executive secretary as a resource person to principals. One
president stated:

We are a branch of the State Teachers Association and have use
of their executive secretary. This individual acts as a voice for
the organization and has intervened for some Negro principals
who have been let go without reason. They have then been rein-
stated on the job.

The other reference consists of an executive-committee
plan to increase the association dues from three to five dollars
per year to hire a retired principal on a part-time basis to
serve as an executive secretary. The dues increase also will
pay some expenses for travel to national meetings.
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One association sponsors an internship program to im-
prove the training of elementary school [r_napals prior to
job placement.

In some cases they are actually on the job as a teacher and experi-
encing some of the actions or having an opportunity to take over
some of the administrative responsibilities. But in too many
cases, they are employed as a full-time teacher and do not have
sufficient time free to truly experience the administrative role
other than some minor details which can be shoved onto them.

The DESP Convention, mentioned only once as a resource
to principals, received a rating of adequate in effectiveness
and was often used.

Of the fifty presidents, 12 percent indicated their associa-
tion has no program to assist state principals. One official
said a lack of cooperation and enthusiasm exists on the part
of the principals because most of them are teaching principals
and do not have the time to develop programs. Another
pointed out that they have four meetings per year:

We sit ar'mmd and tell lies and brag about the things we would
paker.
Obviously, he considered these sessions to be of little value.
REGIONAL LABORATORIES

Regional educational laboratories were visited to determine
the extent of assistance available to elementary school prin-
cipals. Twelve of the twenty existing laboratories were se-
lected for visitation on the basis of program descriptions
that indicated involvement with elementary schools. Labora-
tory officials were interviewed and asked to describe pro-
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rams that provided assistance to elementary school prin-
pals, specific methods used in the dissemination of
information, and barriers to the development of programs,

o
’i‘:!
Cl

Twenty regional educational laboratories were established
in 1966 under the authorization of Title IV of the Elem t-
arv and Secondary Education Act of 1965. These nonprofit
corporations are charged with improving the qnality of edu-

cation natlom\ icde Lw l'ltlll.f;lﬂ@’ the results of SClLlltlﬁC knowl-

ancl processes fur use in edugatlc)n_

Initially, the laboratories were given extensive latitude in
assessing regional needs, developing organizational struc-
ture, and initiating programs. As a result, many laboratories
started without a clear definition of their primary functions.
After several years of ef\iperiaice? aﬂd with the aid of the
antsj the f—ﬂjOI‘RtDI"IE? t1ghtened the deﬁmtmn @f thélr :func:s
tions and specified procedures through which they hoped to
achieve postulated outcomes. The number of projects under-
way was reduced, and program components were phased
out or combined. At the time of this study, all of the labora-
tories agreed that the laljor'ltoriES’ function is the devdops
Wlll contribute to the 1mprovemem of educatlo al institu-
tions.

All laboratory operations are varied, but all are involved
in teacher education either directly as a major function or
indirectly as a means of accomplishing other goals. For most
laboratories, all programs are in a phase of development

¢z
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and are operational only to the extent ~f the field test, demon-
stration, or refinement stage. A few products have been
developed to the marketing point and those laboratories
responsible are collaborating with other agencies for distri-

bution, implementation, and continued evaluation of these
products.

Nomne of the resources identified by the elementary school
principals and the representatives of the resource agencies
were judged to be totally adequate or utilized to their fullest

how they thought the resources available to the elementarv
school principal could be made more helpful. In stating their
opinions, they identified the inherent problems in each agency
that constitute barriers to the greater utilization of resources
by the elementary school principal. While some of these prob-
lems are unique to the individual agency concerned, most are
more generally applicable and revolve around four major
concerns:

Communication

a. Keeping the elementary school principal informed of the as-
sistance available to him

b. Keeping the resource agencies informed of the needs of the
elementary school principal

Leadership Developinent

a. Improvement of the elementary school principal’s ability to
locate and utilize resources and define the principal’s respon-
sibilities for local instructional improvement

b. Improvement of leadership within the resource agencies to
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recognize the problems of the elementary school and to de-
velop useful assistance programs for the elementary school

Funding and Staffing

a. Allocation of sufficient funds to accomplish program ob-
jectives

b. Provision of enough personnel to fulfill the responsibilities

of each agency

Coordinalion of Effort

a. Development of a systematic approach to providing efficient
and economical means of assistance to the elementary schools
that need it the most

b. Specific definition of the functions of each agency in relation
to the others to miost effectively utilize the staff and funds
available to each; prevention of wasteful overlapping of ac-
tivities

COMMUNICATION
According to those representatives interviewed, most re-
source agencies have developed some means of keeping the
ek}mentary school principal informed. For example, com-
munications emanating from the USOL, beamed in the di-
rection of the local school district, follow a common pro-
cedure. The state departments of educa*ion in each state
become the first stop for most information leaving the U.S.
Office. The responsibility then lies with the state agency to
disseminate directly to local school districts. Various forms
of communication are issued including program informa-
tion, program guides, pamphlets and booklets, printed flyers,
and numerous reports. The amount of information leaving
the state agency depends on funds and personnel available
to handle it. Problems exist between the USOE, the state

agency, and the local scheﬁl district as communication
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doesn’'t always pass through the state agency. The U.S. Office
lacks funds to disseminate information to all individuals
who should get it. The federal agency is confident informa-
tion rcaches the states, but what arrives at the local school
district is unknown. In addition, complications exist at the
district level; information often is not distributed to the
schools by the district’s central office.

Other means used by the USOE to get information to
local schools 1s through regional conferences, radio «.id tele-
vision presentations, press releases, articles in educational
journals, and bulletins. Regional conferences are held in-
volving school superintendents, central-office staff, and state
department officials. These conferences are presented as
models for state departments to follow. Some states conduct
many, others few. USORE officials are scheduled for radio
and television presentations during scheduled trips across
the nation. I’ress releases are distributed to newspapers
across the country and the U.S. Office works closely with
NIEA and other associations to prepare articles for publica-
tion in their journals.

State departments of education, on the other hand, gen-
erally have a less clearly defined system of communication.
No formal plan or program of assistance exists in most
regions. Generally it is up to the individual principal to
initiate any communication involving assistance needed
from the state department. There is a vast difference of
opinion regarding the function of state departments of edu-
cation in the total educational system. Some states subscribe
to a “hands oftf” policy and regard offers of assistance to
individual school districts as interference unless such assist-
ance is formally requested. 97
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Some states, however, follow a different policy and initiate
involvement with local schools through a variety of planned
programs and ongoing services conducted by consultants in
the field. Some states, divided into regions or districts, are
either under the direction of a single supervisor operat'ng
out oi the state department office or are completely staffed
as regional offices. In the regional plan, the consultants know
the personnel in the field and are able to become more
involved with the local schools than the consultants who
operate from a central office.

The state department representatives interviewed cited

a need for better ways to disseminate information to the
local district. Only two state departments feel they provide

extremely adequate publication services. The others said
that current methods of operation in many state departments
cause a needless duplication of effort and do not allow for

elementary schools needing help.

The presidents of the state ESPA were asked to describe
the methods used by the association to disseminate mforma-
tion to elementary school principals in the state and to esti-
mate how successful these have been. Table 14 shows a tabu-
lation of the methods used.

The newsletter and association meetings were the most
frequent methods mentioned, followed by the association
journals and incidental mailings of letters, minutes of meet-
ings, and special bulletins. Fifty-eight percent of the associa-
tions produce newsletters (from monthly to once a year),
but only 38 percent publish a journal (quarterly to once a
year). The number and quality of these publications are
related to the availability of funds and personnel. Most of

Iahd
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TApLE 14

MeTiiops Usep To DISSEMINATE INFORMATION
A\rn\c, 50 ELEMENTARY SCIIOOL II\I\'CII‘\L X%goUATIDNa

METIIOD FREQUENCY PERCENT
Newsletter 29 58
Meetings 28 50
Journal 19 38
Incidental mailings 16 32
Bulletins 11 22
Parent organization mailings 9 18
Special reports 6 12
Executive committee travel 4 8
State department mailings 3 6
Yearbook 1 2
None 1 2
TOTAL 127

the newsletters and journals are developed as a result of the
donated time and dedication of busy principals ; few associa-
tions have suificient funds to employ an editor and a staff of
writers, One presmlent descublng his situation stated:

but are havmg cgnszderable dlﬁlCultIES w1th thl& Many @f thé
principals are not members of the association and therefore
do not get our material. We also had difficulty getting our pub-
lication out this last year as we had a member of the association
in charge of this publication but he did not get it out during the
year. In order to deal with this problem, I asked the state de-
partment of education to help us and now they print up our
publication and add information to it. '

The newsletters and JDHI’H‘].IS contain articles describing

Qo 9 9
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new programs in operation, discussions of current issues,
opinions regarding legal problems, and other relevant topics.
Many of the articles are written by top educators in the state,
college and state department personnel, and educators with
a national reputat’ 1, The incidental mailings include sum-
maries of conferences and workshops held around the state,
letters from the president discussing current issues or an-
nouncing forthcoming activities, and abstracts of relevant
articles from the literature.

A few of the associations (18 percent) use the publications
of the state education association as a vehicle to communicate
with elementary school principals. Articles, announcements,
and resources arc incorporated into these mailings.

Several special reports or publications have heen pro-
cdluced by the associations (12 percent) and distributed to the
membership. Topics such as legislation, role of the elemen-
tary school principal, evaluation, pupil personnel services,
innovation in the elementary school, and multi-ethnic ma-
terials handbooks were among those mentioned.

The use of state department of education mailings and
presentations at regional association meetings by cxecutive
officers and area representatives also were listed as communi-
cation efforts. Only one president stated that he has no
organized method of communicating with elementary prin-
cipals in his state.

The college and university representatives interviewed
also felt a need for better dissemination of information to
the elementar, school principal. They said there is a need for
the establishment of some super-structure to simply dissem-
inate materials and information from the various resources.
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Most principals would have several times more resources :ivail-
able to them if they knew what they wanted and who to ask for
help. They tend to rely almost exclusively on whatever help the
local cistrict might have.

There are differing practices regarding the dissemination
of information relating to the activitics of the regional edu-
cational laboratorics. Two of the laboratories communicate
little or no information to educators in the region as they
consider their function “not to disseminate information, but
to develop programs.” Most laboratories, however, maintain
an uniimited flow of information and utilize a variety of
metheds of communication such as program newsletters,
pamphlets, conferences, demonstration days, catalogs of
products, area councils, and traveling consultants. Some
limit distribution only to schools actively engaged in labora-
tory programs while others spread the word throughout
their region. Those laboratories limiting communications
expressed concern that demands would be made on them
from the public and educational institutions that they would
not be able to meet.

The staff questioned for some time how much should be com-
municated to agencies outside the lab. Some communications
were made and we found that expectations from public school
people were very high, and felt ourselves unable to deliver at
the level of expectations. Dissemination of information was then

limited considerably and the communication was only through
those individuals who were actually participating in lab ac-
tivities.
Improved communications between the resource outlets
and the elementary principals was one of the major recom-
mendations made for upgrading the profession. Principals

ERIC 101
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are not using many of the resources available to them due to
lack of information cor.eerning the resource and its purpose.
Better dissemination of information through brochures,
mailing lists, journals, and inservice programs related to the
specific resources would be advantageous to elementary pri
cipals. In addition, it provides feedback to principals re eoar 1
ing resources for self-improvement.

Other methods of communication are suggested as well
that may make resources more helpful to the elementary
school principal.

There is presently a need for the systematic identification of
resource needs through construcsive research aimed at the ele-
mentary school primz:ipﬂL Such research would tell us where
the problems are and where the resources should be directed if
they are available, or at least, where new resources need to be
developed,

For resources to be more helpful, regional meetings and/or local
meetings must be initiated where present resotirce agencies or
persons ask the elementary school principal, either individually
or in groups, “How can we help you ?”

One official of the DESP pointed out a lack of communi-
cation between the association and the USOE,
A member of this office has never been invited to the Office of
Education to assist or consult in developing programs, guide-

lines, and so on. There is no communication between this office
and the Office of Education.

This lack of communication and involvement also is evi-

derlt in the point Gf view E\*pressed bv a USC)E @Fﬁcial When

Developm;nt A(.,t:
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.. no vital need exists in the direction of elementary school
principals. Other needs are much more evident at the present
time and speak louder than thosc of the elementary principal.

LEADERSIIIP DEVELOPMENT
One reason available resources are not being fully utilized
may be the principals themselves. Twent ty-two percent of the
presidents of the state ESPA indicated a com Iplacency to
attend meetings of the association, an unwillingness to ac-
cept responsibilities in the clczvcljl 1ent of organization pro-
grams, and an insensitivity to existing problems. Tradition
still maintains divisions between groups in some states; if
programs cross any of the lines of social or traditional cus-
toms, many principals will not cooperate in their des elop-

nent. A resistance toward inservice programs also is evident.

]

There still are many principals who feel that they have a degree
from a university and are certified and know what to do as a
principal. They are not in favor of spending money for inservice
type activities as they consider they don’t need it.

The barriers that confront presidents in the development
of programs are similar among state associations across the
nation. Only a limited number (8 percent) of the presidents
described the picture as completely satisfactory.

Most presidents (92 percent) mentioned numerous dif-
ficulties that confront them and expressed acute concern. In
many instances, this concern was accompanied by varyii 12
degrees of discouragement.

Most mentioned among all the barriers discussed were
those associated with the Jack of recognition of the elemen-
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tarv school principalsiup as a professional administrative
position. Sixty percent of the presidents related instances
when superintendents and school boards did not relcase
elementary school principals for attendance at association
meetings or who did not pay expenses for the principals to
attend meetings. Attendance at professional association
functions requires that many ])rinCip'—lh pay for a substitute
plus travel and other incurred expenses. One principal said:

. even though this situation exists, most principals do attend.
We actually have about 60 percent of the principals in the state

as members.

Other barriers discussed include low salary schedules,

teaching assignments that aCCDm] yanied administrative re-
sponsibilities, the absence of secretarial or auxiliary person-
nel, undefined administrative 1'&'])()11%1131111%1&% unplmfnlent
of poorly trained people as elementary principals, and inade-
quate or unenforced certification standards.

In some states no certification requirements exist for
elementary school principals; in others, standards are ElthEI’
ignored or modified by state department officials and school
superintendents.

There are a number of people constantly working in the field
who are calling themselves principals, but who in effect are head
teachers. They are trying to function as classroom teachers and
pseudo-principals and are lowering considerably the standards
of the principalship in the state. Superintendents themselves are
presenting barriers since they are standing in the way, in numer-
ous cases, of actually enforcing the certification requirements.
By placing, intentionally or unnecessarily, uncertified school
personnel in positions where they can act as principals has caused
a good deal of problenis.
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The organizational structure within associations also has
created barriers to the development of state programs. This
concern, expressed by 40 percent of the presidents, included
such barriers as the lack of hired leadership at the state
association level, annual change ol executive ofticers, and the
operational effect of regional groups. IFew state associations
are able financially to support a full-time executive secretary
and a consultant staff. Under these conditions, any leader-
ship must come from clected officers functioning on borrowed
time as thev are administering their own schools five days
per week. In many instances, these officers are changed every
year. This “does not allow the individual the opportunity to
really become familiar with his position and develop the
leadership necessary in this ofhice.”

Leadership of the state departments of education also is

n need of improvement. The USOLE is confronted with many
])rohlun:ﬁ because of a lack of leadership at the state level.

University officials 1 old similar opinions of the leadership
at the state and local level.

There needs to be a change in the Department of Public Instruc-
tion. The superintendent of public instruction has to get out of
partisan politics. His position is now an elective one and he
therefore spends a good portion of his time campaigning.

The State Department of Education is leaderless and amounts to
little more than a haven for dismissed public school superintend-
ents.

Most of the resotrce agencies lack leadership and are unabie to
identify the real problems in the elementary school. Such a lack
of leadership has ultimately had the cffect of retarding the initia-

tive of these potential resource agencies.

Administrators generally do not know how to utilize available

100
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resources. Elementary school principals need more training in
the methods of properly utilizing an available resource and/or
where to go to find new resources,

FUNDING AND STAFTFING

All the major resource ¢ ﬂzjm cies point to the lack of sufhcient
funds and personnel as of 'he primary reasons why their

assistance programs o f 1 are inadequate to nicet the needs
of the elementary :choclprmcmgm

The USOL, for example, receives more proposals request-
ing support funds than it can handle. IFunds are insufficient
to cover all proposals; in fact, funds are not extensive
enough to cover those proposals that survive the screen-
incr' pl‘QCE%S and are authorimd for fuﬁdinff in Title T fm*
1s allotted to elc,.mentary SChC)O]&»; however, Gnly about half
of this authorization can be funded.

Federal funding practices also affect the efficiency with
which new governnient programs are implemented. The de-
velopment of programs is hindered by these factors as well
as difficulties in the field. I'ederal committees continually add
to the list of people eligible to receive title benefits, but the
appropriation committeemen who authorize funds provide
onlyv enough money to cover a portion of those eligible. In
addition, the timing of appropriations affects the quality of
programs implemented due to limited planning time at the
local, state, and federal levels.

- Little coordination of services hetween local school dis-
tricts also is evident as parallel programs exist utilizing
similar federal support funds with separate services b g
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maintained. Coordination of developmental programs at the
local level is designated as the responsibility of the state as
the U.S. Office lacks funds and personnel to do the job. How-
ever, the same lack is voiced by state level officials when dis-
cussing their involvement in monitoring funded programs.

Impr vements in the aésistance state departments can
panSlon of 5tdté dgpartment 5taffs; n all nine regloﬁs, Theré
is a definite need for increased consultative personnel to deal
with more selected problems at every level, particularly per-
sons trained in elementary education and administration.
Additional staff would allow many states the freedom to
more widely disperse personnel. Incre:sed funding will be
necessary before staff or programs can be added to the
present services. In several states this will reguire organiza-
tional change at the state department level or philosophical
change at the legislative level.

Many of the difficulties the elementary school principals
associations have in providing assistance to their members
are closely related to their need for more operating funds.
Fifty-four percent of the presidents indicated low dues and
limited membership as obstructions to growth. Association
membership among the states ranges from 10 percent of
the employed principals to approximately 100 percent. An-
nual dues vary from a low of four dollars to a high of one
hundred dollars. Interestingly, the association having 100
rercent 111611113&1*511ip also charges one hundred dollars per

In an attempt to surmount tiuese obstacles, associations
have doubled and tripled their dues, have sought assistance
from DESL’ in the form of consultants and funds, and have
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considerad the pnssibility of consolidating a number of states
into one association. They have found, howe er, such con-
solidation creates even g eater problems in communication
and travel.

Not only is DESI faced with limited income from its
members, but the membership itself is minimal. Of the 45,000

elementary school principals across the nation, only 23, 000

are paid members.

CQ]] ege and university officials also %1 are the opinion that
more funds are necessary to provide elementary schools with
adequate assistance.

More money is needed to do the job in order for resources to be
utilized more effectively. If resources could be made available
without all the “strings attached,” then they would be used more.
Much of the money which comes from the federal government
never gets to the place where it can really do the most good : it

the fhé’;éromn to henﬁt teachc’zrs and cl ﬁldren It seems that we

hd,sn t recelv ed oile d,lme Qf these funcls \\ e lnx e written many
proposals but haven't had any funds granted to us.

COORDINATION OF EFFORT

In addition to the need for more money and more resotrce
personnel, the need to more effectively coordinate the activi-
ties of the different resource agencies also was cited often.
Many of the officials interviewed felt that the present meth-
ods of operation followed by these agencies contributed to
the frequent costliness and inefficiency of some of the assist--
ance programs available to the elementary school,

The coordination and evaluation of ongoing programs by
the state agencies presents numerous problems. Many proj-
ects are operational within a state with little evidence of any
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coordination. In addition, state department officials hesitate
to assist local districts in the evaluation precess and to pro-
mote systematic changes in weak programs. It seems that
local administrators would rather maintain the status quo
even if considerable evidence suggests that long-range ef-
fectiveness is questionable. The USOIL does not have suf-
ficient statf to monitor programs at the local level; there-
fore, it must depend on the state agency to carry out this
responsibility. The U.S. Office recently has prodded state
directors to move niore forcefully into these areas.

The college and untversity officials interviewed, in turn,
felt the necessity of increasing the coordination of state de-
partment and university programs.

The state department should become an outspoken participant
in the evaluaticn of university programs, and particularly out-
spoken about requiring some type of university-based internship
pra;_,,rlun as an mte*zrr al ])iLft of the training of eiement'try SChOGI

111;11\,«: the untlal thrust ourseh es.

The state department and the university should join in conduct-
ing basic research mto the area of the elementary school prin-
cipalship in order to determine the needs which the principals
presently have. This research would then provide the basis for
future attempts to make resources available to elementary prin-
cipals.

The state department has not clearly differentiated its roles
and functions from the roles and functions of the university. As
a result, there is inherent overlapping in many services and/or
resource areas and great omissions in other areas that are

needed.
1885



Lack of coordination is implied in many of the general
comments made by college and university officials inter-

ciewed.

had

There must be developed a cross-regional effort within each
state to equalize the resources available to the elementary school
principal. In some areas within the state, resources are plentiful
and in other areas resources scarcely exist,

There is not presently an effort being mad: at any level to pro-
vide coordination necessary to make the variety of resources
available to the elementary school principal of any real help.
Resources would be more helpful if they were geared specifically
to the elementary school and/or specifically to the problems
faced by the elementary school principal and his staff.

All resources would be more helpful if they would go directly to
the elementary school principal rather than relying on the prin-
cipal to come to the resource.

There is presently a wealth of available resources: they are just
not being utilized ; until they are, no new resources are needed.

Attempts by the state elementary school principals asso-
ciations to achieve greater coordination of activities in their
states generally have been unsuccessful. Professional educa-
tional associations are not directly eligible to apply for fed-
eral professional development funds. The only way an
association can utilize federal funds to develop programs
for self-improvement is to team with a university or state
department and submit a joint proposal. This places limita-
tions on associations as they mufst negotiate or temper ideas
as well as periodically overcome a lack of commitment on
the part of state and university personnel.

Several states have formed coordinating councils com-
posed of representatives from each administrative group.
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These councils have been valuable in planning ])f(m:am‘“

improving communications, and identifying administrative
roles among the levels of leadership.

I feel that all administrators’ organizations as well as teacher
organizations must work closely together in order for the schools
to benefit. I would suggest that the superintendents association,
school board association, secondary princinals association, the
clementary school principals association, and the state depart-
ment of education work cooperatively in order to develop pro-
grams which will be helpful to all groups. This has just begun as
a council and very little has been done yet, but I feel that it has
tremendous potential.

Other associations expressed disenchantment with con-

olidation efforts. They discovered::

. the groups have divergent interests and the superintendents
and secondary principals tend to dominate the elementary prin-
cipals in their combined association meetings.

And existing programs often do not encourage principals

to participate in professional association activities.
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Préparatic:)n Progrzns

REI’RESENTATI\’ES from colleges and universities in ecach of
the fifty states were interviewed to obtain their percep-
tions of the problems facing elementary school principals in
their respective states and to determine the nature of the
training being given to prospective principals. ILighty-seven
institutions were selected that offered training programs in
elementary administration. In most cases, the official inter-
viewed was the person who works most closely with the
actual elementary administration training program.

The interview focused on: (a) the awareness of the col-
lege or university of the problems facing elementary scl.ool
principals in the state; (b) the nature and extent or the as-
sistance provided principals through the resources of the
university; (c) the nature of the trainiug programs de-
veloped for elementary school principals; and (d) the bar-
riers to the development of effective training programs and
inservice activities for both aspiring and practicing prin-
cipals. (See Appendix B for the actual interview guide.)

Similar interviews were conducted with state department
of education officials, presidents of the elementary school
principals associations, representatives of the U.S. Office
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of ITEducation, representatives of regional educational
labo “flt()l"i(‘?, and practicing clementary school principals to
obtair a more complete understanding of the roles and prob-
lems of thg clementary school principal throughout the
country. The portions of these additional interviews that
focus on college or university training programs are in-
cluded in this chapter.
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The observations and conclusions drawn in this chapter are
derived from two types of data ol ‘ained by the study team.
A large proportion of the data is the outgrowth of the formal
interviews held on the different college or university cam-
puses. Additionally, a segment of the findings results from
sixty-two written summaries of these programs provided by
the various colleges and universitics where interviews were
conducted.

Integration of these findings reveals general patterns of
training for the elementary principalship and identifies the
unique features of some programs. Whenever possible, the
extent of a similarity is indicated by a percentile figure based
on the total of eighty-seven programs being considered.

PRESERVICE PROGRA M

Of the eighty-seven colleges or universities authorized to
grant de él’ees in elementary school administration, sc.v*&nty—
nine schools (91 percent) have some kind of formalized pre-
service program. The remaining eight colleges or univer-
sities (9 percent) indicated either that their programs are
totally individualized for each candidate or that their pro-
grams are just in a developiental stage.
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C)f the ::c;\'entyeuim c:ﬂlcges or u'ﬂiver;ities having

prmcu % I“ twenty-six (30 pe *cent mchcatecl httlc or no
distinction between the nature or intent of their programs
for candidates wishing admission at either the clementary,
secondary, or superintendency administre Lt e levels. While
these programs were most often termed nefal 111
tration programs,” the inclusion of s Jc:uh courses into a
candidate’s ])umlam such as “'1¢ lemr:nt ary School Adminis-
tration” or “Guidance in the Elementary Schools,” would
tend to differentiate an elemen tary administration pr (:g ran.

Of the twenty-six colleges or universities with such a non-
differentiated administrative program, reasons given fcn
such a la.dx of specific emphasis included: (a) the college
or university initially be g'm its 1)1’()""1'*1111 to tmn liub]ic:
school 5111)(21‘mtendcn s or sec
( the coll&,ﬁfe zmd/or univer-
s

has retained this e*nl shasis,
sity generally thinks that past distinctions between various
levels of school administration are largely artificial and that
ther' is a growing mi:ed o have candidates trained to be
“generally familiar” with al]l 1 of s Iool administration.
This latter rationale was presented by nineteen of the twenty-
six officials interviewed.
One university policy statement regarding its own gener-

alized administrative program tends to typify the assumption

underlying all such generalized programs in educational
administration:
Advanced study in educational administration begins with the
assumption that making and executing wise educational policy is
a primary task of the administﬁtive leader . . . the schools are
expected to promote economic growth, to overcome poverty and
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Crgatne achmmgtratura are III\EI} t(_) hold a number of qtute d1£=
ferent positions during their prolessional lives. Therefore, the
school does not prepare people for specific administrative roles,
but tries, through a broad spectrum of intellectual pursuits and
field experiences, to prepare its students with the skills needed to
function effectively in a variety of existing and emerging roles .

All preservice programs represent cither a five- or six-year
stint for the p *Cparatlon of elementary school principals. 1f
a doctoral de g; ee 18 thL (ﬂ cctive m a pmtuuhlr pr( aram,

o

pléuml

Im cases where there 1s a fifth-year program, lt sually 1s
synonomous with the master’s degree pregram (M.S., MLA .,
or IEd.M.) and applies directly to a certification for ele e
tary school administration issued by the state departr: . §
education. While state certification requirements var;, il
completion of a master’s degree usually presupposes that
certification will be possible if the candidate has taken the
necessary coursework,

There are certain exceptions to this general pattern, hoiw-
ever. One state requires only six quarter hours of graduate
work in the area of supervision or administration for the
elementary principal’s certificate, which—according to one
results in “an extremely weak preparation pro-

official
gram.”

In a second state, the department of education is nonregu-
latory and provides no guidelines for the courses that must
be taken to meet certification standards. The local public
school districts, therefore, are forced to make professional
judgments regarding the qualifications of an administrative

115 ¢



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

108

candidate. Since th's situation exists statewide, a candidate
often is hired for ai: administrative position before he takes
any courses in elementary administration: A\ candidate
needs no specific coursework in clementary administration
to find work in many districts of this state.”

In a third state, the liberal issuance of provisional cer-
tificates has resulted in a situation that prompted one uni-
versity ofhicial to state:

In the past we have had a considerable number of secondary
school coaches going into the clementary principalship because
they had a AL.S. degree and could qualify for provisional certi-
fication. Teachers prgtested this kind of leadership, however, and
they are forcing a change.

\Where a college or university does have a sixth-year prep-
aration program, it is most often (_hrected toward dectoral
degree work (LEd.D. or Ph.D.) in elementary school admin-
istration. In these cases, the state's certification requite-
ments are part of the ady :mf:Cd degree requirenients,

A general survey of these sixth-year preparation pro-
orams suggests that they offer measurably greater flexi-
bility than do the five-year ]il’e])al'aucm programs.

Coursework at all eighty-seven institutions, as character-

zed by the school officials, ranges from “highly informal and
tgtally individualized™ to “quite structured and basically the
same as the requirements for state certification as outlined
by the state department of education.”

While it is difficult to generalize with regard to the kinds
of preservice coursework in these eighty-seven colleges and
universities, the following compilation of courses designed
for candidates entering a program in elementary school
administration is representative:
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Courses tn General Administration

Public School Administration

School Law (occasionally a specifie state law, e.g., Washington
State law)

School IFinance

School Buildings

School Personnel Administration

Organization and Administration of Public IEducation

Courscs in Elementary Administralion

The Elementary School Principalship

Issues in Elementary Administration

T.eadership and Change in the Elementary School

Courses in Curricular Areas
cience in Elementary Education

ocial Studies in the Elenientary School
Language Arts in the Elementary School
Mathematics in the Elementary School
Modern Technology in Education
Flementary -chool Curriculum

o] I "

i

Courses in Classroom Supervision

Educational Supervision

Organization, Administration, and Supervision in the Elemen-
tary School

Courses in Foundations Area
Human Growth and Development
Advanced Educational Psychology
Guidance in the Elementary Schools

Courses in Research-Related Area
Introduction to Educational Research

Lducational Statistics
Tests and Measurements

O
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Cross-Disciplinary Courses (candidate typically selects one or
two areas from among the following)

Social Science

Philosophy or Logic

Political Science

Economics

n Languages

Social Psychology and/or Psychology

Business Administr: tion

TForeign
1

\While the aforementioned courses or generalized course
areas are representative of the preservice efforts of the ma-
jority of the universities and colleges included within this
study, several specific courses are unique and may well sug-
gest new dimensions in elenientary administrative training.
These atypical courses include

Organizational Behavior Analysis
Advanced Group Dynamics
Frontiers of Knowledge in the FFuture of Education
Sociology of School Adminisiration

Tie Role of the Principal as Iistructional Leader
Ch:mrfe a.nc’l Txmm'ntion n Tduc*’ttional Qf‘:ﬂnizitiOﬂS

Counnumcatlons m Ecluc:atlonal Drgam;ﬁations
Environmental I'actors and Forces Influencing Educational
Administration
Several of the college or university officials interviewed
expressed concern about the cross-disciplinary subject arcas
Although the selection of one or two such areas s requi red
by miost schiools for the development of a candidate’s minor,
the departments offering these courses usually are totally
independent of the school or department of educational
administration. Such departmental autonomy makes cross-

1 1% i
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campus coordination and cooperation n the development of
a candidate’s prcﬁfr;’uu difacult.

In addition, rigid scholastic requirenients in many of the
c1*c)55=c11§c,%1p]111;11'5 subject areas, or requirements stressing
the need for prior undergraduate coursework in these sub-
jects, often make it nearly impossible for an elementary ad-
nministration candidate to be admitted into certain cross-
disciplinary fields.

In addition to the coursework required in the preparation
programs of the college or universities lﬂving formalized
preservice programs, thirtv-two colleges and universities
(37 percent) indicated they require either a field experi-
ence or an internship experience for their elementary ad-
ninistration candidates. Participation in these programs by
the candidare is optional.

While 1t was generally agreed that an internship experi-
ence has merit, serious limitations were mentionea by col-
lege or university officials regarding the actual establish-
ment of such an experience for administrative candidates.
Of the limitations rentioned, the following were recurring
concerns: (a) the university has no money budgeted for
such an expensive program; (b) the university's faculty
are incapable ot offering the necessary supervision because
of the need to commiit their time to other portions of the in-
structional program; (c) there are not enough local school
districts willing to ca@perate in the development of an in-
ternship program; (d) without money to pay candidates
during the period of time they are involved with an intern
program, few candidates will actually apply; and (e) while
the university or college would like to develop an internship
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program, the needs of the total program make the implemen-
tation of a new program a 1uw priority.

Where the college or university does have an internship
program or a ficld experience, the actual amount of course
credit varies from three to twelve semester hours. Nine col-
leges and universitics (10 percent) that offer an optional
internship or field experience program do so in a single-
credit course designed for this purpose. Thirteen of the
schools (135 percent) do not have any candidates involved
in such an experience. Two universities, however, have over
twenty candidates involved each year in an inter nslup no-
oram. And two universities permit a candidate to take an
internship experience in lieu of actual expericence in the pub-
sic schaols on admission into the training program,

Although thirtv-two institutions have some form of field-
related internship program, they commonly suffer from one

or all of the limitations mentioned carlier. Conscquently,

such a program often is a “paper prefabrication,” as one
college official mentioned, and less of a reality than many
college and university catalogs suggest.

One of the university representatives, however, who did
suggest that his internship program was both functional
and successful, accounted for this by saying that his pro-
gram was heavily financed by both the university and by
cooperating public school districts. The candidate spends
the first semester on the university campus where he receives
a $500 to $700 work assignment paid out of a $10,000 ac-
count budgeted yearly by the university. During the second
semester the candidate is involved in his intern;hip experi-
ence with a local school district and is placed on 1ts p;ivroll
for $2,500. During the hnal semester the dl‘l(ll(l ate returns

) : 1 1‘
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‘o the fiscal allocations that Suppmt this program, the uni-
versity provides the equivalent of two full-time faculty posi-
tions for the supervision of candidates.

Bevond the opportunities for field experience many of
the eighty-seven colleges and universities, seventv-cight
schools (89 percent 1 provide some form of research O Hor-
tunity within ¢ : framework of the preservice program,.
Such credit varies from six to nine semester hours for can-
didates for a master's degree or a maximum of thirty quar-
ter hours of credit for doctoral degree research,

Seven colleges or universities (8 percent), which once
offered thesis credit in the course of the fifth- year training
program, have discontinued this practice hecanse of a lack
of %racuh;- and/c  faculty time to supervise research work
or because the demand for candidates in elementary school
administration nas forcerdl the universities to red ce the
length of its training program.

For example, nine university representatives (10 percent)
mentioned that they could not turn out candidaies rapidly
enough to meet the increasing demands of their state for
qualified elementary school principals. One college, with 250
graduate students in the School of Education, has gradu-
ated only 11 candidates with a master’s degree in elementary
administration since 1961. In this same state, a recent study
showed the level of educi:tional attainment for the state's
elementary school principals as follows:

LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT PERCENTAGE
Sophomore year of college 2
Two-year normal school graduate 1
Junior year of college 1
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Three-year schocl graduate 5
Bachelor's degree 47
Bachelor’s (1 gr ee plus 30 hours 14
Master's degree _ 23
Master's (]UT ree plus 30 hours 2
Other pIQfCi::almLt] degree or advanced certification 2
Doctoral degree 0

Certainly the addition of one to three grau..ates in cle-
mentary administration cannot quickly overcome this state’s
administrative de: encies. Unfortunately, this condition is
not unique. Tt can perhaps be expected that until the demand
for clementary school principals 15 satisfied, a trend toward
shortening the length of college and aniversity preservice

programs will continue.

ADMISSION PROCEDURLS
There is a wide variety of screening procedures for admis-
s10

on into programs in elementary school administration. The
following is a compilation of the various techniques used.

1. Use of a candidate’s grade-point average from undergraduate
or post-graduate worlk at an accredited school:

An acceptable G.P.A. for most of the eighty-seven scl hools
studied was 3.00 on a 4.00 grading scale. (Jr*u es froma 2.50
to a 3.25 G.P.A. usuallv are acceptable. While a grade
point average seemed a universal screening device, the vast
majority of schools interviewed on occasion would waive
this requirement to admit an otherwise acceptable candi-
date on a provisional basis.

2. Use of various screening tests aimerd at measuring particular ,
competencies or proficiencies desired of entering candidates:
a. The Miller’s Analogy Test (range of admissible scores
center around 50 with many univer ities indicating no
particular cutofl)
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h. The Graduate Record Exam (range of admissible scores
vary from 200 to ?OO in both the  -antitative and lan-
guage portions with several schools indicating no par-

ticular cutolt)
c. Teacher-Student Inventory
LEdvard's Personality Preference Test

-~
—

Cooperative English IExamination

e

C‘*f@ﬂ‘fﬂIﬂ’[EfE%t In’ventcrv

bl

h. Dhm %t:—tte PS;‘L:]]G]H;’%’H‘H,[ E}lelllldtlﬂﬂ
i. The Doppel Reasoning Test

j. Otis Psychological Ilxamination

k. Gilford Temperament Survey

1. National Teachers Examination

Aliller’s Analogy and/or the Graduate Record Exam-
inatl@n are the most commonly used screening tests. He v-
ever, since many of the colleges and universities have no
definitive cutoff point, the actual test results often suggest
an established admissions “procedure” rather than an ef-
fective screening device.

In addition to these screening procedures, the following
conditions for admission to elementary administration pro-
grams exist in the majority of the eighty-seven colleges or
universities.

1. Two to three vears of successful teaching experience or re-
lated experience at the elementary school level while holding

a val id element'lfy t(}"lC]ﬁfo t’:&ftiﬁcate While tl ﬁs isa Q;(iﬂéffll

whe—re 1merv15w5 were CDllClLIEtEd, sexﬁr;ﬂ c::xcepuans were
noted. Two universities do not require prior teaching ex-
perience in the elementary schools and six college and/or
university officials indicated the possibility of waiving the
teaching requirement. Qe (_)ﬁ'l(’:ld,l stated:

L‘?{Z:!‘lr‘B
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We're accustomed to only getting 35- to 45-vear-old resi-
due going into our principalship program. Our screening
pmculures are devised only to rescreen these people. We
should throw out the three-year teaching requirement for
admissions. Being an outstanding teacher may well not be
an appropriate criteria for assurance that this same person
will become a successful public school administrator,

2. Letters of reference from employers indicating that the pro-
posed candidate wil! be able to accomplish graduate level work
and that he has the . ualities necessary to become a successful
elementary school principal

3. The condidate’s signed letter of intent presented to either or
boui «.e graduate school of the university and the depart-
ment of elementary school administration.

4. Copies of all offici
versities or colleges presented to the admissions office of the

al transcripts of courses taken at other uni-

university

In addition to these general procedures, sixty-nine col-
lege officials (79 percent) indicated that some form of de-
partmental interview with the potential candidate is required
prior 1 actual admissions into a degree program. Such an
interview takes one of two possible forms: (a) a personal
interview between the candidate and either tl'e dean or the
department chairman of the department of educational
administration, or (b) a personal interview between the
candidate and an officially delegated selection and/or screen-
ing committee comprised of from two to five faculty mem-
bers from within the department. One university official in-
dicated that the entire faculty of the department meets, if
possible, with each applicant.

Sevﬁn univer;ity representatives (S peﬁ:cnt) imlicated

ing prnﬁrams on thf‘ hasis Qf fcnma 1zed presclectmﬂ ' Lo-

oY W
T4




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

P oaration Programs 117

ral public school officials, asked to perform this service for
the college or university, forward the names of | PO 51] le can-
didates to a designated f.:LLIﬂt}f mcmber of the university.
After review, these “nominees” are invited to apply for
admission into the training program. Itach college official
who indicated that this is a fermalized screening and selec-
tion procedure said that such a public school-university
liaison has resulted in the general upgrading of the quality
of clementary administration candidates.

LATER SCREENING PROCEDURIEES

Te most universally accepted screening ])ﬁ’)cechwe for can-
didates enrolled in an elementary administration training
program is the student’s prior grade-point average. While
a candidate usually is required to maintain a 3.00 G.P.A. level
on a 4.00 grading scale, several colleges and universities
mentioned that specific emphasis 13 placed on the overall per-
formance of candulat?s, ]’,, effect, certain courses become
the actual screening device, not only in ter - of the grades
received in these specified classes, but also with regard to a
formalized fa ‘ultv evaluation of the ndividual competen-
cies of the (virticipants within such a course.

The exact nature of the courses used in th.s manner can-
not be generalized. Seemingly, courses used for screening
of candidates tend to typify the general philosophy under-
lying the overall preparation prograni; that is, if the prepa-
ratory program has a strong research orientation, a course
in educational research might be used tc screen candidates.
Tf the college’s emphasis is on the development of human
relations skills, the course used might well be a graduate
seminar in human reiations
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Although a candidate’s course work and his G.P.A. are
the most common screening procedurces, the extent of for-
malized screening being conducted by the 111511untv of the
colleges and universities is uncertain. One college oflicial
stressed:

There is little or no actual evaluation of a candidate as he goes
through our program. The emphasis is upon screening at the
entry level. Our faculty does have an opportinity to evaluate
and screen candidates as they pass through their courses, but no
candidate has ever necn screenc:d out of the program after having
been admitted.

Re]ated to this, a 1*(3pf&%élitativa from a Western univer-
said that a candidate’s G.P.A. is “more or less an arti-
1 arrangement used largely because the liberal arts pro-
ram places such an emphasis upon grades and grade-point
fragegg”
miversities or colleges
stress the academic groy wth of thmr zmdlrl vte% the use of
a grade as a screening device is more standardized. One
Lu]t\ member indicated that screening at his school is
based exclusively on a candidate’s G.P.A. TLis same school
has approximately a 50 percent attrition rate because “many
of our candidates do not have an adequate background to
pass our courses.”
In a university where the state department requirements
for certification are particularly lax, an official commented :

T

Because there is no law that tells any college or university n this
state what an elementary school principal must have in the way
of training, we find it difficult to screen our candidates. In fact,
therc i; no use ’lttélﬂptinf‘f to screen, because fe’rfﬂrd less of screen-

]1(3 wil 1 be | nrzd with or w;_t iout our personai support
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Deyond a candidate's cumulative G.P.A. for courses
taken, sixty-one colleges or universitics indicated that all
screening procedures ten . to be “informal.” Unfortunately,
the nature of this informality cannot be gencralized heyond
the specific comments of two officials. The first university
representative stated:

If the faculty in general feels the candidate is a likely success in
administration, we encourage him; otherwise, we give him a
form of discouragement through our lack of encouragement.

A Southwestern college official concluded that in his

school there is no formal evaluation of a candidate other than
“his attitude, his behavior, and, of course, his grades.”

In many of the colleges or universities having programs
leading to elementary administration certification, the num-
ber of candidates actually involved is small. In these cases,
usually one or two faculty members, who teach courses that
affect all or nearly all of the elementary administration can-
didates, comprise unofficial screening committees. These
faculty members, who usually are respected and recognized
by their colleagues, make their personal evaluation of the
various candidates known to the educational profession
within the state or geographical area served by the college
or university.

Beyond these formal and informal methods, the only other
ceneral screening occurs, if it occurs at all, at the end of a
ce 11c1id1tejs fo" al program during written comprehensive

These examinations generally are read by a committee
of three to five facu'ty members including the Canﬂidate S
major advisor and a professor from a cross-disciplinary

;‘LQ ?
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arca, In addition to these examinations, in the seventy-nine
colleges or universities (89 percent) that have some form
ol research project as a portion of the preservice program,
the oral examinations that accompany the completion of this
research project act as a concluding screening procedure.
While these Tatter screening opportunities do exist, few, if
any candidates are not granted degrees after having suc-
cessfully completed all other phases of the preservice pro-
gram. In all but a few cases, 111'1 assumption made by most
college and university ofiicials regarding screening proce-
dures during the candidate’s actual program is that if o can-
didate commn.its sufficient time and energy to his program
after being admitted, 1t can generally be assumed that he
eventually will receive his administrative credentials,

INSERVICE PROGRAMS

Of the cighty-seven colleges and universitics contacted,
total of twentvthree (26 percent) indicated they have some
formalized, inservice program for principals working in the
ficld. The remaining sixtv-four schools (74 percent ) do not
regard their ir:service programs as being formalized. ( Be-
cause the interviews often did not show appreciable differ-
ences between the nature of the programs conducted, the
personal interpretation made by the interviewer regarding
what might constitute a “formalized™ inservice program
may well reflect a semantic ifference rather than an actual
prC)ﬁ'r;lm diFferc—*nc&)

All inservice programs have some common features: (a)
the bul k f Il inservice efforts is in the form of various col-
lege courses ¢ 11(111(21;6(1 erther at the university or in univer-

red or cosponsored workshops or extension pro-
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grams held during the regular academice vear and through
the summer; (b) local, regional, or statewide conferences
on a variety of topics are prominent inservice activities: and
(¢) specially contracted public school district inservice pro-
grams are a common means of presenting held-ortented in-
5CIVICC Programs.

While seventyv-cight colleges and universities (89 per-
cent) indicated the use of one or all of the inservice tech-
niques, two schools specifically stated that mservice 1s not
considered to he a Tunction ol their schools. A third univer-
sity official stated facctiously: “The only inservice we con-
duct for our graduates is to pray for them.”

Although a variety of inservice programs is conducted by
the cightyv-seven schools, fourteen college and Lmiversit}f off-
cials (106 percent) suggested that often these programs are
more adapted to the needs and interests of public school
superintendents than they are to the needs of celementary
school administrators. One such college representative con-
cluded that clementary administration is basically " latent
stepehild™ and that many schiools have not as vet “tooled up”
to provide inservice activities for the elementary school prin-
cipals.

One college indicated that inservice provisions are made
only for those candidates that have come throug.l the school's
six-vear administrative preparatory program. This college
official stated: “If a six-year preparation program is de-
cided upon by the candidate rather than the more tvpical
five-vear program, then we do make an effort to 1)1"()\-1(1L n-
service opportunities for him.”

A total @‘F cighteen colleges and universities (20 percent)

regularly involve themselves with other agencies or groups
! R
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in the development and presentation of mservice programs
as a direct result of faculty representation in these other
agencies, The most common alliances are hetween the state's
12SPAL the state department of education, or another uni-
versity or college in the area.
In cases where inservice is conducted jointly, the results

vary. One university faculty member commented:

There is no formal program at this university for inservice. Some

department members do work with the Elementary School Prin-

tfipﬂls Association, but this is a hit or miss situation. At the

present time, no one is designated as a liaison with this group.

pm*tmcnt zmd the state's !*"‘%l—’f\ i5 severcly limited because
“neither the ESPA nor lm state's principals show the
slightest signs of leadership.’

An additional college official indicated that there is co-
operation hetween the college and the ESP A, hut the results
are aiscriminatory:

Ve do cosponsor inservice activities with the TSPA, providing
three-day conferences where the principals come in and discuss
various problems. Basically, these conferences are for the white
principals even though the black principal will be accepted if he
wishes to attend.

(Tronically, perhaps, the focus of the last conference con-
ducted by this group centered around the methods that could
be used to promote school desegregation.)

Several college anu university repre%entative% said they
encountered some problems in developing irservice pro-
orams for elementary school principals. Such problems in-
cluded: (a) faculty time is allocated cnﬂy to work done in
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the college and mservice ciforts are not rewarded Dy in-
creased salary allowance . (D) “there appears to be very
Iittle interest 1 this state for inservice programming since
the bulk of the principals are apathetic to their own situa-
tion:” (¢) there is a lack of sullicient numbers of faculty
in the department to coordinate and develop an mservice
effort; and (d) the university ‘acks commitment to offer
inservice assistance to their graduates.

Two universities conducting inservice programs in their
states apparently have overcome these limitations, however,
Neither program depends on federal or foundation funds
for its support.

The basic emphasis in the first of these two programs is
on instructional leadership. While the program originally
was designed for clementary school principals, all z(forts
now center on work with the district’s entire administrative
stall to insure a maximum “multiphier effect.” IZach year the
university works cooperatively with a limited number of
schools over the course of an entire vear. The cooperating
schoel district must guarantee the allocation of one day per
month over an eight-month period for their entire adminis-
trative staff. Tn these eight full-day sessions, fifteen struc-
tured inservice topics are handled utilizing a variety of simu-
lated materials.

\While fifteen separate topics are handled, one full day is
spent in the general area of instructional supervision, “an
arca where most administrators completely lack competen-
cv.” In this session, the focus is on “detraining”” administra-
tors in judgment making and “retraining” them in non-
directive observational tech niques. In addition to this basic

inservice topic, other sessions concern feedback and com-
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municiation, diagnostic testing procedures, interview tech-
niques, the group interaction process, curriculum design, the
formmlation of instructional abjectives, and library collec-
tions. Since 1930, these inservice programs have reached
approximmately 7,000 administrators in either three- or four-
dav workshops or on a vear-long hasis,

The second university has developed an “extern™ program
for clementary school 1)1‘i11cipa]% Thc cmphasis in this pro-
aram 15 on training the principal “to work from a knowl-
cdee base rather than from a theoretical hase in problem
Fm]\‘fn“’ h

The “extern™ experience extends over an entire academic
school vear, with a total of ten weekend meetings. Two of
these meetings are conducted on the um\’m sity campus and
t]u: reniaining f:luht sesstons are held o a camp setting

Yaway from the administrator's home, his school, and his
telephone.™ A\ series of guest speakers are provided to talk
on a wide range of differing “but usually thought-provok-
ing issues.” Discussion groups, which follow ihese eeneral
sesstong, emphasize the “facts of the particular issue” rather
than the theories that might seem apparent. Using these
same “fact-finding skills,” the externs each do an indepth
analvsis of a particular problem in their respective clemen-
tarv schools as a culminating project.

RESEARCIT AND DISSEMINATION

Of the cightv-seven colleges and universities, a total of
twentyv-two schools (25 percent) indicated theyv have some
formalized research prograni; the remaining sixtv-five col-
leges and universities (?5 percent) have no rescarch heing
conducted in the general area of elementary school adminis-

tration. 2L 5
{ 13%@h;



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

—
I
i)

DPreparation Programs

)i the schools having done rescarch in the area of the
clementary school or the elementary school principal, most
of 1t was conducted by the school's elementary adninistra-
tion candidates and reported in either master’s theses or
doctoral dissertations. Such research was most often dis-
seminated i abstracted form or in complete form on the re-
quest of interested principals throughout the local arca.

Seven institutions that once required a thesis project have
discontinued this portion of their program: conscquentiy,
they no Tonger have any research done in the arca of cle-
mentary administration. In cach case, the research 1 program
was discontinued hecause it was hecoming too expensive to
release faculty to act in a supervisory capacity.

Nine colleges and universities (10 percent) conduct some
form of continueus rescarch because they have a perimanent
school study council, service bureau, or educational research
center located on their ¢ campuses, Three of these school study
councils have developed extensive research programs: two
are working with twenty major public school districts and
the third is involved with thir t\* schooel systems. Where such
a formalized research agency exists, the dissemination pro-
cedures also are formalized. In these cases, research dis-
semination most nft en occurs through research journals,
lhooks, manuscripts, quarterly newsletters, or speeches made
by the participating researchers,

Apart from the candidate’s research, much of the rescarch
cited by the various colleges and univer. ities 1s conducted
jointly with the state department of cducation, the state’s
LESPA, or as a result of private contracts with local public
school districts. Where such research is not confidential,
dissemination usually occurs through the ESPA journals,
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search builetins,

Where individual faculty members are involved in re-
scarch efforts, dissemination of findings typically takes place
in subsequent courses taught by these same staff members,
in formalized speeches they deliver, or in journal articles.
In one college all research results are published under the
name of the dean of the School of Toducation.

One university with a definite research emphasis has
placed its faculty members on a merit system: they receive
merit points or ratings hased on the number of articles they
get published. Merit points also are given for any profes-
sional services conducted by a faculty member in a local
school district.

Various justifications are given by college and univer-
sity representatives for the limited amount of res 1Ch being

U)ndmtc(l on thc urnverislt’\f level. Jheﬁ;e reasons lucle

p()rtamg of tts r .sf:arch functmn; conse ,111211t1y, thc—. univer-
sity has not provided the necessary amount of released time
for faculty to pursue research activities:; (b) onlv enough
faculty exist to carry on a basic instr uctmnal program, thus
rescarch 1s virtually imposs b]e; and (c¢) the basic research
competencies of many university personnel are limited. As
a result, research often 1 s ot conducted even in settings
where rescarch 1s possible

Only six schoo (7 percent) indicated they have cooperated

Is
with other colleges and universities in the development of

the elementary administration training program. The re-
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maining cightyv-one schools (93 percent) stated that no co-
operation had cither heen received or requested in the de-
velopment of their preparatory programs.

While reasons for such a lack of cooperatinn often were
feft unspecihed, several college and university officials did
comment. One representative stated:

It seems that every professor is on his own within the depart-
ment. We don't even have an association of school administrators
in this state Perhaps we are just uncooperative by nature.

An official in another state responded:
The availability of federal money seems to have created a lack
of trust between the various colleges in this state. One school
will often fail to confer with other universities regarding any new
programming effort because they fear, and often jll%tlﬁ'ﬂ)h that
their ideas will be stolen or mc@rpc)ratgd into another univer-
sity’s program without professional credit being given.

In addition to these responses, a college faculty member

concluded:
There is no communication between higher educational institu-
tions in this state. I personally believe this is a tragedy. The State
Legislature has, however, formed a coordinating board for
higher education in an attempt to bring the schools together.
As of yet, there has been no action since the Legislature has not
provided funds so that the board may function.

Aside from cooperative efforts in the area of program
development, seven universities (8 percent) indicated that
they are functioning members of the University Council
of Educational Administration (UCEA). One university
is affiliated with the Congress of School Administrators
“largely as a result of a lack of any affinity with this Staté S

“i3RH

educational association.”
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In addition to these cooperative elforts, thirteen colleges
and universities (13 pereent) have some form of reciprocal
arrancement with nthcr schools to either olfer joint course-
worlk oceasionally or to accept the eredits of a transfer stu-
dent from anearby university with no loss in the candidate’s
oracduate standing, Such an arrangement generally exists
where two schools lie in close geographical proximity. One
untversity oflicial indivated that his school and another col-
lege cooperated through the supervision of cach other’s
mtorns.

Finally, one university has joined with three other col-
leges and universities in the state under a Iford Ifoun-
dation grant to cooperatively develop an interuniversity in-
ternship program in educational administration. While cach
school has an internship program, this cooperation repre-
sents the first effort to combine resources and personnel in
a single program thrust. An official interviewed doubted,
however, whether such an effort would have been made had
it not heen for the special grant received to support the pro-
orant.

CoxTEMPLATED CITANGES

On this particular topic many of the college and university
officials interviewved gave more than a single response. As
a result, a total of 113 specific responses were recorded and

all percentages indicated are based on this figure rather than
on the 87 total respondents.

Twenty-seven responses (24 percent) indicated that no new
changes are being contemplated in present elementary ad-
ministration programs. While it is extremely di fficult to
generalize the exact mezmilﬁ of this response, two possible

S AL 9N
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reasons nf ten were in'l]ﬂiv(]‘ (':'1") there 1s “’cncr"tl "lﬁ%f:l(F

nu;(lc 1: O ]: ) any (,h;lﬂ;-;tﬁ Ilut nn;:;;ht l)c mnsulcrcd are
(lcpcmltnt on cither additional ﬁcult'\’ or inm e ﬁul 711'111( 1al

Bevond these two primary reasons for ‘]mnﬂng’ to main—-
tain the existing preparatory program, one university offi-
cial indicated hesitaney to change until major philosophical
issues regarding the principalship are resolved

Presently there is an issue in this state over whether we want
principals to be instructional leaders or plant managers. \When
this decision is finally determined, then certainly there will have

to be major changes in our present preservice program.

In adds to these responses, se
sentatives (13 percent) suggcested ﬂ
considered in their existing programs,
are still being discussed in committee mectings or by faculty

12t ]Lm“c‘a arc being
but that such changes
members in informal discussions.

Light college and university officials (7 percent) sug-
gested that their existing training programs are designed
on an individual basis for cach candidate. As a result of this
inherent flexibility, changes within each of these programs
seem to occur continuously: although as one representative
mentioned, “the overall focus of the prooram does not
change measurably.”

Of those college and/or university officials who indicated
more specific changes are being contemplated in their cle-
meniary administration training programs, a total of nine
responses (& percent) suggests that such changes will take

the form of an inclusion of new courses or modified courses,

137+
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ﬂu‘ htu% 10 actus L”\ Jmmldtc an entire scl mnl cistrict. I SIng %ud
a simuloted district, our candidates will be able to work out all
sorts of administrative problems.

A second university facult; member provided a rough
draft of a new class to be incorporated into the existing
progran::

Education 562, The Principalship: this course includes topics
on the social forces infleencing the administration of the elemen-
tarv %Choah the administrative roles and functions of the princi-
pal, pol” v formation through the group process, the relationship
of the ¢ hnzf school administrator to building principal, the guid-
ance program, staff selection and orientation, evaluation, super-
vision, and improvement of iustruction, problems of faculty
motivation, and morale, In addition, several books will he re-
quired and special projects will be assigned.

tensive as the entire content of many univet
grams, The feasibility of such an omnibus course may, pei-
haps, be subject to question.

Fovrteen college and university officials (12 percent) sug-
gested that new commnion cores of coursework will be incor-
porated into the existing preservice program. Seven of these
representatives indicated that their schools plan to develo p
an interdisciplinary approach to public school administra
tion through the addition of coursework in the social sci-
ence area.

The remaining seven administrative officials (6 percent)
plan to revise their existing programs to include a hehavioral
science core of classes and group sensitivity training ses-
sions within the foundations area.

13¢,,1

Clearly, the proposed content of this single course is as ex-
“sity training pro-
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Six college and nmiversity officials (5 percent) indicated
that they intend to develop or add a variety of simmlation
experiences Uproviding a currictilum which is more oriented
to problem solving rathier than so totallv theoretical.” This
opinion was expressed by an official ;

Our program has recently undergone some major revisions.
Presently we are more concerned with making variations in our
presentational techniques rather than making further changes
in the actual nature of the program. We plan to use far more
stimulation and ‘inbasket’ miaterials than we have in the past.

The development of research competencies among candi-
dates was a concern expressed by six college and university
representatives (5 percent ). One college official, however,
expressed an opposite point of view: “We are not now a
research-oriented institution. We function more to help
candidates become practitioners.”

FFour college and university administrators indicated that
they intend to add an internship and/or field experience to
their existing ¢ unuh for clementary school administra-
tors. Two other officials stated that their schools are dis-

cussing the fe: mhxl of extending an existing internsiip
training experience, ()ne such representative mentioned that

this 1s essential “to increase the relevancy” of the present
program.

Five college and university representatives (4 percent)
mentioned that anv C(’)Hte nplated changes in their existing
training program will undoubtedly occur in the general area
of selection, screening, and retention of the candidates for
elementary administration. One college representative com-
mented:

This program will undoubtedly uwdcrga a great transition in the
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next several » . Fmphasis will be placed upon getting more
rigor mto 1]1(} training while, at the same time, tryving to advance

to candidacy only the most qualified individuals.

Such emphasis on sereening and retention also was de-
scribec by o second university representative:
We are discussing the possibility of renovating our screening
procedures. We plan to use the Graduate Record Fxamination
exclusively ; throwing out the Ohio State Psychological TExami-
nation and the Minnesota Multi-Pliasic. We are also raising our
grade point average requirements for admission to a 3.00 from
a 2.50. Every candidate will be admitted on a provisional basis
dependent upon his competencics in writing, oral expression,
I

ficld worl, and a research project.

Tn this general area of candidate screening, an additional
comment was given by a college administrator:
Crowded conditions within this department make it necessary
to reduce the actual number of candidates we will accept into our
training program. It is perhaps unfortunate that this is the case,
but until our facilities are improved. we will have to he more
stringent in our screening procedures,

A plan to drop some specific coursework from the admin-
istrative training program was mentioned by four school
representatives (+ percent). The specific courses mentioned
were: (a) courses in the machng me ho(k area; (l)) hilos-
unwcrsitv S fm eign- 1'111(‘11151(*0 lcqunel’nmt

Four college and university representatives (4 percent)
indicated that thev would like to change their training pro-
gram hy making the elementary administrative preparatory
p] ogran more autonomous through the development of an

“educational-specialist” degree program. Three school off1-
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cials (3 percent) suggested a tfuture focus i the area of
general admmistrative programming. One of these repre-
sentatives mentioned
We are trying to get awa> from the notion that a person can be
prepared to he an edusational specialist rather than an adrins-
trative generalist. One of the major problems m clementary
administration 1s our false assumption that a principal must be
an expert n all areas; we don't need general experts, we need

expert generalists,

Two university officials (2 percent) mentioned the need
for reducing the nuumber of clementar v administration can-
didates admitted into the university's tramning program. In-
adequate facilities and numbers of instructional staft are
the reasons given for these decisions. Two additional col-
lege representatives, however, suggested that their respec-
tive schools are contemplating the relaxation of their admis-
sions procedures to enable yvounger and “more energetic”
candidates to be admitted into their training programs.

Of the remaining five responses, three university and col-
lege represer-atives stated that any future changes hopefully

will improve the coordination between their mi aster’s degree
program and their doctoral program. One college official
stated that his future preservice program will include smaller
seminar classes and greater amounts of independent study
time. The last respondent suggested the imtroduction of for-
ed followup procedures for all of his elementary ad-
ministration graduates,

maliz

Princirars’ PERCEPTIONS OF TRAINING

What factors within f_‘\lstmﬁ preservice training prograis
for elementary school administration are regarded as 1m-

Adt
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portant by practicing clementary school principals Z Do prin-
cipals in different geographical settings, e.g., metropolitan
centers or rural communities, feel differently toward the
sionificance of standard experiences or standard course of-
ferings incorporated within training programs? Are these
experiences that principals generally feel should be neces-
sary prior to becoming an elementary school principal ?
\While all these questions could not be directly asked in
the course of this study, principals were asked to comment
on the relevancy of their own college and/or university pre-
scrvice training in relationship to their actual principalship.
Concurrently, these same p]mu])ak were asked to make
recommendations regarding changes they felt would result
n m]]n ovements in the nature nl u)llcﬂ or university train-

Bnacd on ?13 responses, ]')1’11'1(:1]):;115 mn tTH% study indic
that the c"'{perieutes in table 15 are significant to the elc—'
mentary school principalship.

Based on these principals’ responses, (wo diings sceni
c’car: (a) thereis little distinction between how the respond-
ents responded and the category of principal, and (b) prin-
cipals are clearly in favor of actual involvement in a school

setting as a significant portion of their prim:ipalshi - train-

ing. One principal’s comment that his training was “load=d
with theory and theoretical administrative 111(3(1L1 " ywas fre-
quently supported by other principais. The need for more
involvement m some type of internship training program
was regarded by practicing pl’iﬁC‘ip"llS as an impertant al-
ternative to the preponderance of theory in present pre-
scrvice training programs.
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SIGNIFICANT RAINING ENPERIENCES
As ViEweED oy Prixcipe s

Total Ter-

TFrequency of Response by Re-  cent-
EXPEIENCE Category of Principal sponses  age
] 22 S

Internship 19 23 17 106 17 23 115 45
Vice or assist-

ant principal 5 O 1 1 1 3 17 7
Apprentice-

on-job 2 6 6 7 6 0 27 11
Inservice 1 2 0 2 4 4 13 5
Teaching

experience 6 3 3 3 3 5 28 11
Elementary

teaching

experience 4 9 0 4 6 5 34 13
Degree 2 3 0 0 3 2 10 4
Workshops 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 2
Case study 0 1 0 2 2 0 5 2

TOTALS 39 38 33 39 42 42 253 100

Principals who indicated that the internship experience
would add measurably to the relevance of any administrative
trauning prograin gave little indication as to how such a
principal indicated the optimum length of an internship ex-
perience. Aside from this, principals frequently indicated
that the internship program should be conducted in an in-

program should be financed or administered. Similarly, no

fied an I successful elementary school principal.

ERIC 343
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O the sixtv-two clementary school principals who ndi-
cated that prior teaching experience is mportant, thirty-
four principals specifically stated that this teaching experi-
cnee be on the elem aary school level. The remaiming twen-
ty-ciglit rcs])m’nlcnts made no mdication as to the level of
any prior teaching. -\ majority of the principals, however,
did mdicate that five vears of successtul teaching prior to
the principalship should be a prerequisite for admission into
an administrative preservice program. Additionally, prin-
cipals frequently mentioned the importance of teaching ex-
perience on more than one grade level hefore assuming the
role of the elementary school principalship.

By clustering mdividual college and/or university courses
into general course categories, the principals interviewed
were able to identify generalized course areas as being sig-

nificant or important for the training of an elementary school
principal (see table 16).
fact that elementary school principals identified

The
ses 1n the general area of mnterpersonal relations was

COIrses

not only substantiated in this portion of the study, but also
was reaffirmed by additional comments made by these same
principals regarding factors of personal weakness,

One hundred twenty-three responses made by practicing
elementary school principals indicated that interpersonal re-
lations characteristics, e.g., milexibility, lack of empath'\:
and autocratic behavior were areas of perc;onal wealkness
It appears that principals are concerned about their per-
sonal characteristics and the way these characteristics ham-
per them professionally. Principals appear to visualize a
“oolden mean” regarding certain pel%mmlltv variables and
many of them sec themselves as falling significantly above

144
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SroNtrreaNT Corrse Work asNViewed ny PrRiNcIraLs

COURSE
THRAININGIN

[Frequency of Response by
Category of Principal

1 2 3 4 3 0

Total

Re-

PPer-

cent-

spanses age

Child growth &

development 0 4 2 0 1 1 p 3
Psvehology

(learning) 2 2 3 2 0 5 i 5
Guidance &

counseling 2 1 2 3 1 2 11 4
Interpersonal

relations 10 8 15 9 4 4 50 10
General school

administration | 0 10 G 7 O 39 14
Elementary

school

administration 0 1 1 1 o .2 5 2
Admimstrative

field

experience—

practicum 2 2 0 3 3 + 1+ 5
Organization &

management 0 2 1 2 2 1 14 5
Public relations

& comnmunity

relations 5 4 6 5 5 5 30 11
Curriculum 4 6 2 4 § 7 29 11
Supervision &

evaluation 2 7 4 3 5 4 25 9
Sociology 3 0 1 0 2 1 7 3
Communicatio: 1 2 0 0 0 0 3 1
A subjectarea 0 5 1 0 1 1 8 3
Subject reading 0 1 3 0 1 0 5 2
Negotiations 0 1 1 1 1 4 3 3

38 55 52 3G 39 47 270 100

TOTALS
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or helow that mean—riar enough above or helow that there
is o fecling that these weaknesses are disruptive to their
clfectiveness as a principal.

To the extent that the social sciences can help a human
heing Tunction, the factors identified by clementary school
principals, coupled with the indication that courses in the
oeneral arca of interpersonal relations should he incorpo-
rated into preservice programming, should be of import-
ance to those responsible for the training of elementary
school principals.

\While course work in the areas of general schonl admin-
istration, public and/or community relations, curriculum,
cnd supervision and evaluation of classroom instruction
were mentioned consistently as being important phases of
collece and university preservice and inservice program-
ming, practicing clementary school principals concluded
their comments by voicing the concern that college and uni-
versity instructors be people with experience in the areas
they are teaching and that the professor be currvent in the
context of the material being presented.

Several principals indicated that whenever possible, prac-
ticing principals should be called in to teach college and uni-
versity courses normally taught by professors. This prac-
tice, then, would free college and university instructors on
a part-time basis to work in the elementary school.

146
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Foreseeable Problems

(e MaJorIiTY of principals interviewed in this study
A foresee sggml changes within the next ten vears that
will greath affect the role of the elementary school in society
and the role of the elementary principal in the educational
svstenm. And these social changes are judged to be the initial
causes of future problems. Population growth, changes in
the socio-cconomice level of the commiunity served by the
school district, and the cliects these changes will have on
the school are the most frequently mentioned arcas of con-
cern.

CoararuNriTy Proprears

Urban renewal and industrial growth are just two rea-
sons for some of the expected changes in the socio-economic
makeup of the community.

In this district there will be a shift in population becausc of the
urban renewal. This building may not even be here at the end
of this period. If the population stays there will be a need for
additional space to house the students. They will need more ex-
perienced teachers in working with the disadvantaged clild, and
the teachers must be recognized so they will have tenure in this
district. There will be a need for, ifhjiroved attitude on the part
of parents to encourage children to learn.
139
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I aluminum plant goes in, a thousined people will he emploved
and these people will e of an unskilled nature, | see (liese peaple
as low-aspiration people and children from (he. homes will also
reflect these low=aspiration Tevels, \We will have areal job to
mtegrate these people mto the community and the schog).,

The increasing popularity of apartment Iving and the

continued movement of people fro the cities ingo suburhan
arcas will cause a Juctuation in alfected districts,

The town s turning over completelv. There is g migration of
people. The Targest sclion] district is becoming the smallest in
terms of numbers of students and the smallest iy becoming the
largest, There is liule change in the tota] population in (our
city), but there is o large shift of population fron one side of

the town to the gther.

In rural arcas, however, district populations generally
arestable or decreasing ; consequently, the principals in these
areas predict that many of their districts will be foreed to
consolidate in the future,

In portions of the country where separate schools are
maintained for minority groups, the Torced integration of
public schools by the federal government is seen as the ma-

jor problem in the near future. Elementary school princi-
pals expect difficulty in meeting the needs of children fron

dilfering social classes. The principals also foresee problens

m getting their teaching stalfs and thejr communities to

aceept an integrated school systenn,

I see integration immediately by the tently of April because this
must be done . . . the state has heen told by the courts to integrate
their schools. So a tremendous publie relations job has to be
done here to sell the people and the teachers that this is sone-

thing that is going to be done and wiil be done and how it muyst

K 17

be dore.



lraresccable Droblens 141

There will lw gl Chfmgv in the clientele of the district from one of
ng 1’:’1(‘1:11 ln'nhlcnm and poverty cases. Another probleny prob-
ably resulting from this will be increased public apathy toward
the performance of students attending this school. More spe-
cifically, T also see potential racial problems in the school district
here.

There needs to he more of a desire on the part of teachers w Jive
warmth to the children, especially to the disadvantaged, They
must he able to forget about skin color, Ther must he able to
ignore socio-econontic backgrounds in the future,

I arcas where principals expect to see a downward shilt
in the socio-cconomic makeup of their communities, the
cchools are foreseen as having to assume more parental re-
sponsibilitics in the emotional and moral development of

clementary school children.

Working mothers will increase our responsibilities. Children
are left alone more at home and also many homes are hreaking
up through divorces. This CI“’Z‘;I’CS nore emotiona! problems
among our children. We will have to deal with these preblems
in the future.

Many of the principals who stated a concern for the grow-
ing numbers of disadvantaged children in their districts
foresee the introduction of broader community welfare pro-
orams within the school system in the form of health-care
centers and meal programs. One principal. for example,
predicted :

Schools are going to have to do more to overcome poverty in
our society. In order to do this, we must keep the student longer
and more resources are nceded to accomplish this task. If we
could put all the money that is being spent to overcome poverty

(€) ,'\
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and supportive assistance necessary to do what is expected
of him,
The time 15 for Torthright, hold. and positive acton. To

develop the strategies to resolve the erisis will take large
allocations of time, money, and the hest professional educa-

tional resources that ean be allocated to the task. This s the
challenge to the ULS. Office of IZducation, to Congress. to

the public, and to the educational profession for wiich an

immediate response is essential. Action must be tak 1 to:

1. Develop eriteria that will explicitly define the role
of the clementary school principal and that will
provide a means of measuring performance

v

Revise preservice training programs and certifi-
cation standards to provide the principal with the
specific knowledge and skills necessary for high-
(uality leadership in the elementary school

3. Strengthen resource agencies and improve their
clfectiverss in supplying principals with the as-
sistance they need m maintaiimg modern, cf-
fective, instructional programs in the clementary
school

The followmg
under each of these general arcas of action to be considered

by the various agencics Tor implementation.

RoLE DEFINITION
1. Efforts should be made through state departments
of education and local scliool districts to improve
public understanding of the essential role and im-
portance of elementary education.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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2. The Us. Ofiice of Education should support a

task Torce to define the role of the clementary
principal. using the most capable professional re-
sources avarlable 1 the country today, This task

torce should study the ev fenee available, analyze

the dleader-hip ne <ds of the clementary schools,

reconmiend the hasie patierns of leadership most

promising for the future improvement of the
schools, and define the essential ingredients of
programs for the preservice and inservice educa-
tion of principals,

3. Longitudinal trait studics on administrator of-
fectiveness should he conducted to obtain clinical

evidence that would serve to improve the identi-
fication, sclection, and screening processes and
criteria for administrative preparation ana ap-
pointment.

4. Indepth research should he conducted an what
makes a school a “heacon of hrilliance” or a “pot-
hole of pestilence.” Definite characteristics should
be 1dentified and eriteria established for the pur-
pose of creating more “heacon” schools.

PrEparaTioN PROGRAMS

Preparatory institutions should evaluate and re-

(S

vise their programs. The institutions should main-
tain better communication with the field and at-
tempts should be made to bridge the gu!f between

the field and the institution. I’rograms shiould de-
vote less emphasis toward the academic study of

e 179,
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adminisiration and greater emphasis on the de-
velopment of skills, 1111(11"1’1121Liun, and experiences
essential forsuccessiul practice.

Preservice programs for elementary school prin-
cipals  should be  developed  and  mmplemented
through the combined efforts of colleges and uni-

versities ISP state denartments of education,
regtonal ceducation laboratories, and any other
agencies appropriate for this task, It seems no
longer appropriate for college and university of-
ficials to desion and 1111])10111(111t traiming programs
on the mjudicious analvsis of already outdated
college catalogs.

Preservice ]nc]mmtmn ])l(if‘lgull% 1(;1‘ ‘lcmmmlv
]’:erfcm:c. (,ullc;;g(;‘ 311(1 universities can no 1@1’1;:;@1*
ignore the mternship as a vital part of the pre-
service preparation programs of school adininis-
trators.

To facilitate the development of field-oriented
preparation programs, colleges and universities
must develop formulas for faculty work-load a

signments; i.e., supervision of interns, field re-
scaich, classroom teaching, and professional con-
sultation. Many college and university officials are

rigidly attached to classroom assignments as the
sole hasis of determining faculty worlk load.

Competencies and personal characteristics should
be taken into consideration to a greater extent
than is presently apparent in the sc ening, sclec-

1176
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tion, retention, and placement of potential prin-

cipals.
RESOURCES AND RESOURCE NGENCITES

IFederal support for the development of contint-

f—t
.

ous inscrvice education programs related to the

hasic needs of clementary school principals should
be provided immediately. Priority should be given
to the establishment of consorts that will mvolve
the national and state elementary principal as-
sociations, state departments of education, and

universities.

N

All federal Tunds should be anthorized at least one
full vear in advance to allow time Tor planning and

involvement in the project’s inception at the local

level. All funding should preferably be accom-

plished by May 1.

(8]

Title proposals should be evaluated on the basis of

potential impact rather than on the basis ol i

locale or specific setting of the school to assure

more equitable allocation of title funds.

4. Some provisions must be made that will develop
and maintain a national interest in and concern for
the particular needs of elementary schools. Some
agency within the U.S. Office of 1iducation should
he concerned with the continuous, systematic

study of elementary education, providing infor-

mation, analvsis of needs, dissemination of new
developments, and proposals for improvement.

5. Measures must be talen to increase the effective-
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Only after these recommendations are heeded and imple-
mented will the country enjov an increase in the number of
its “beacons of brilliance™ and a corresponding decrease in

0.

Universities should work in cooperation with state
departments of ceducation, local school districts,
and principals associations in utilizing their re-
sources for noneredit kinds of inservice education
programs. Stafls of specialists who understand the
problems of adult learning as well as the educa-
tional needs of the field should be secured to super-
vise and develop inservice education programs.
Universities should employ personnel whose sole
function is to conduct inservice education pro-
grams.

Regional educational laboratories should he con-
sidered a vital future resource for clementary
school principals: the USOIL should maintain fi-
nancial support so that the laboratories will have
adequitte time to test their products.

The position of State Superintendent of 'ublic
Schools should be removed from the political
sphere and made an appomntive rather than an
clective position.

the number of its “potholes of pestilence.”

ERIC
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=~ T of 291 principals interviewed, 270 completed ques
tionnaires. The following tables have been developed

from these respondents.

Characteristics of Principal Participants TABLE
Age 1
Sex 2

Characteristics of Schools AAdministered
by Principal Participants

Grades in Principalship 3
School Enrollment 4
Number of Teachers Under Principalship 5
Student/Teacher Ratio 6
Number of Aides 7
Numbher of Administrative Assistants 3
School District Organizad. s 9

bt~
Jromirs.
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Training of Principal Participants

Certification Held at Time of Tnterview 10
Certification Required Tor Dresent I'hsition 11
Who Authorized Certificate 12
Who Issued Certificate 13
Adequacy of Trainir s as Judged by Drincipal 14
Dates ol Degrees ana Certification 15
Type of TFirst Certilication Farned 16

]’ﬁﬂcipals Certified Prior to First Principalship 17

Questionnaire 18
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NUMBER OF
AGE PRINCIPALS

Less than 30 0
30 - 34 Is
35 -39 0
10 - 44 00
45249 39
S0 - 54 42
55-359 23
() - O 18
05 - above 3

No Response 3

TOTAL 270

2
Sex

NUMBER OF
X PRINCIPALS
Male 213
FFemale 56
No Response

o

pam—)

[
~J
L

TOTAL

ERIC
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1
T LEMENTARY SCHOOL PRINCIPALS

1. What are the problems whici you presently face as principal of this
elementary school ?
1.1 List problems
1.2 Runk in order the three (3) most significant problems—-as you
sec it (card)
1.3 What are the primary causes ?
1.4 What stands in the way of resolving these causes ?
PROBE : What are the barriers to their solution?
In what manner might you alleviate thcse causal
factors?

2. What resources are available to assist you with these problems?

2.1 List resources within district

2.2 List resources outside district

2.3 rroee: State Dept. of Education, DESP, USOE, Colleges and
Universities, Regional Labs, Intermediate Educa-
tion Dist.

2.4 How adequate are each (point scale)

2.5 How extensively used (point srale)

2.6 How might the above resources be more helpful ?

3. What new or changing problems do you feel the elementary principal
of this school must face within the next 10 years?
3.1 List problems
3.2 How will this affect the principal’s role and responsibilities ?
3.3 What programs and resources would you suggest to assist you
with these problems ?

4. What do you consider to be the fundamental changes which have
occurred in elementary education within the last five (5) years?
4.1 Listchanges
4.2 What are some of the unique characteristics of your present

program which reflect your belief about these changes?

prOBE: What do you consider to be the strengths of your
present program?
What do you consider to be its weaknesses ?
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5. Within the past two (2) years have you been contacted by any orga-
nization regarding improving preparatory programs for elementary
school principals training ?

5.1 No...._ Yes...

5.2 Describe

5. As an elementary school principal, what do you consider to be your:
6.1 Greatest strength
6.2 Greatest weakness
6.3 Greatest success
6.4 Greatest failure
2
PRESIDENTS OF PRINCIPALS ASSOCIATIONS
. What are the problems which elementary principals have in this
state?
1.1 List problems
1.2 Rank in order the three (3) most significant problems—as you
seeit (card)
1.3 What are the primary causes?
1.4 What stands in the way of resolving these causes ?
PROBE: What are the barriers to their solution?

In what manner might you alleviate these causal

factors?
. What programs are you presently conducting which are of assist-
ance to elementary school principals ?
2.1 Describe
2.2 Howadequate areeach? (scale)
2.3 Howextensivelyused? (scale)

to elementary school principals ?

3.1 Describe

3.2 How successful have these been ?

. What are some of the barriers to the development of your program
which assist elementary school principalis ?

4.1 Describe -

4.2 What suggestions do you have to attack these barriers ?
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STATE DEPARTMENT PERSON NEL
1. What problems are elementary school principals presently facing on
the job?
1.1 List problems 7
1.2 Rank in order the three (3) most significant problems-

as you

1.3 'Whatare the primary causes ?

1.4 Do you have a systematic program for identifying major
problems?

2. What assistance do you offer practicing elenientary school principals
in developing approaches to these problems?

2.1 List programs

2.2 How adequate do you consider each tobe? (Point scale)

2.3 \What suggestions do you have for improvement ¢

3. What resources are available to elementary school principals in
developing approaches to present probleins?
3.1 List resources within the state department
3.2 List resources outside the state department
3.3 rrose: Colleges and Universities, DESP, USOE, Regional
Labs, IED
34 Howadequateareeach? (Pointscale)
3.5 How extensively used? (Point scale)
3.6 How might the above be more helpful ?
4. Does the state department have a,program for constant review and
improvement of preparation programs?
41 No..... Yes.... Describe.
4.2 How do they evaluate programs for approval and accreditation ?

5. What new problems do you see emerging within the next 10 years?

5.1 List problems E
5.2 What programs would you suggest for developing resources to
assist elementary school principals to deal with these problems?

200
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4
UNIVERSITY PERSONNEL

. Describe your present program in preparing elementary school prin-

cipals.

1.1 Pre-service

PROBE: Screening procedures upon entry into program
Procedures for systematic evaluation of candidates
while in programn

In-service

Research—Dissemination

Are you contemplating any changes in this program?

Do you work with other universities in program development ?

Describe.

What are the problems that practicing elementary school principals

presently face on the job?

2.1 List problems

2.2 Rank in order the three (3) most significant problems—as you

see it : most Pre%mg : (card)
2.3 What are the primary causes?
24 Do you have a systematic program for identifying problems?

3. What resources are available to elementary school principals to assist

with these problems?

3.1 List resources within college or university

3.2 List resources outside college or university

3.3 PROBE: State Department of Education, DESP, USOE,
Regional Labs, IED

3.4 How adequate are each? (point scale)

3.5 How extensively used? (point scale)

3.6 How might the above resources be more helpful ?

Does the state department have a program for constant review and

improvement of preparation programs ?

41 No....._. Yes..__. Describe,

4.2 How do they evaluate programs for approval and accreditation ?

. What new or changing prc:blems do you feel the elementary princi-

pals of this state will face in the next 10 years?

5.1 List problems
5.2 How will this effect the prmmpal’s mle and responsibilities ?
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RESOURCE AGENCIES

. What programs are you presently conducting which a.e of agsistance

to elementary schoel principals ?

1.1 Describe

1.2 How adequate are each? (scale)

1.3 How extensively used? (scale)

What specific methods do you use in the dissemination of informa-
tion to elementary school principals ?

2.1 Describe

2.2 How successftil have these been ?

What are some of the barriers to the development of your prosrams
which assist elementary school principals ?

3.1 Describe

3.2 What suggestions do you have to attack these barriers
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Correspondence TABLE
Letter sent to Elementary School 1

Principals Association Presidents
Nominee Report Form
Suggested Guidelines

Letter to Elementary School Principals
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Principal Acceptance Form
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1
LETTER SENT TO ESPA PRESIDENTS

The following is an example of the letters sent to presidents of princi-
pals’ associations, state department of education officials, and university
personnel asking them for principal nominees.

Oregon Staté University has been contracted by the United States
Office of Edtcation to conduct a study of the issues and problems in
elementary school administration. This study will analyze and describe
the problems of administering the elementary schools as perceived by
elementary school principals in all fifty states. Principals will be inter-
viewed to determine their perceptions of their probl(:rns and programs
of colleges and universities approved for preparing elementary school
principals will be studied to determine their relevance for the types of
problems principals identify. Programs of state departments of educa-
tion and the United States Office of Education will also be studied to
determine the nature of the assistance which principals can receive in
searching for solutions to their problems.

Our previous study of the issues and problems confronting school super-
intendents revealed that superintendents are faced with problems for
which they feel they need additional training and assistance. As super-
intendents mvestlgﬁted the available resources to assist them in solving
these problems they were dismayed at the existing void. Realizing that
elementary school principals are key figures in implementing the overall
goals of the educational program it is imperative that the issues and
problems facing principals be identified and analyzed in order that
appropriate steps can be taken to sirengthen u:ader:.lnp in elementary
schools.

We are asking the Elementary Principals Associations of each state,
State Departments of Education, and selected major institutions which
have approved programs for the certiﬁcatmn of elementary school prin-
cipals to assist us in this study by (1) suggestmg names of practicing
elementary school principals who represent varying sizes and kinds of
schools and are wﬂhng to present their views openly and effectively
and (2) participating in scheduled inferviews, whereby, detailed infor-
mation will be obtained relative to programs which relate to the prob-
lems of the elementary schools.
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As president of the state Elementary Principals Association we con-
sider you to be in a position to make discriminatory choices of candi-
dates which will most adequately represent the elementary principals
of your state. It is essential that all categories of schools be represented
in the study, therefore, we ask you tc nominate two or more individuals
in each of the six categories listed on the enclosed nomination form.
Criterin are enumerated on the form as suggestions to assist you in your
selection,

Please return vour list of nominees in the enclesed envelope at your

earliest convenience. Upon completion of this study the final report of

ﬁndmﬁs and recommendations as presented to the United States Office
of Education wiil be available to all interested parties.

Slm’:&rely,
Keith Goldhammer
Director

Gerald L. Becker
ASSOClatE Director

FRIC §43 .
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2

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL PRINCIPALS
NomiNEE RerorT ForM

A limited number of elementary school principals will be interviewed in
this study ; therefore, we suggest that you select individuals who:

-

(a) actively participate in professional activities outside their
own school and are recognized for their leadership within
their locale

(b) will be able to verbalize their points of view effectively

(c) are representative of the kind of school in which they
function

(d) have had at least three vears experience as a full time ele-
meﬂtafy school principal

Category IiAdmimsters a school in the inner-core of a metr‘opohtan
center
NAME SCHOOL CITY ZIP CODE
C ategarv Ils-?Admlmsters a schnal ir the c.!utﬁr core Of a metropohtan
center
NAME SCHOOL CITY ZIP CODE

C' ateg JDT’\' I II—Administers a school ina suburban school dlStI‘lCt
NAME SCHOOL CITY ZIP CODE

c atg_gur;v 1V—Administers a school in an intermediate size city school
district
NAME SCHOOL CITY ZIP CODE

Ce ateqary V — Administers a schoal ina small city school dlstﬁct
NAME SCHOOL CITY ZIP CODE

Categary vl —_Administers a school in a rural school district
NAME SCHOOL CITY ZIP CODE

Name of perscm (Qmpletmg form Position " Address
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3

fhey are performmg prmc]p'ﬂshlp fEsponslblhtles we are pmwdmg a
basic definition of community size which will assist you in determining
the categorization of principal nominees.

Category I:  An inner-core of a metropolitan center should most
often refer to a city of 50,000 inhabitants or miore, and
in particular, the center portion of that metropolitan
area.

Category IT:  An outer-core of a metropolitan center refers to the
peripheral districts within a city of 50,000 inhabitants,
or more, not to include the inner-core.

Category ITI: A suburban area should most often refer to a city of
25,00 to 50,000 inhabitants outside of a standard metro-
politan area.

Category IV : An intermediate size district is a district within an area
between 15,000 to 25,000 inhabitants.

Category V: A small school district would include districts within an
area of between 2,500 to 15,000 inhabitants.

Category VI: A rural district refers to a school within a population
area of less than 2,500.

4
LETTER TO ELEMENTARY
ScHOoOL PRINCIPALS

chgon State Univasity has been contracted by the United States
e]emental*y school admmi%tratlon ThIS study wlll analyze and descrlbe
the problems of administ« rmg the elementary schools as perceived by
elementary school principals in all fifty states. Principals will be inter-
viewed to determine their perceptions of their problems. At the same
time, programs of colleges and universities approved for preparing
elementary schr:)ol prmmpals will be studled to determme the1r rele-
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other regional or local agencies will also be studied to determine the
nature and applicability of the assistance which principals can receive
in searching for solutions to their problems.

Our previous study of the issues and problems confronting school super-
intendents revealed that superintendents are faced with problems for
which they feel they need additional trainmng and assistance. As super-
intendents investigated the availability of resources to assist them in
solving these problems, they were dismayed by mauy apparent voids.
Realizing that elementary principals are key figures in implementing
the cverall geals of the educational program, it is imperative that the
issues and problems facing principals be identified and analyzed in
order that raore appropriate steps can be taken to both strengthen
leadership in the elementary schools and also generate more adequate
resources to assist elementary school principals toward the solution of
their problems.

Educators in your state have suggested, through nominaticn, that you,
as an elementary school principal, could most adequately present views
on the issues and problems facing elementary school administrators.
We ask for your consent to be included in our national sample of ele-
mentary principals and to share your perceptions with our research
team. Your participation will involve a two-hour, uninterrupted, inter-
view with one of our research team members and the completion of a
questionnaire which will be sent to you in advance of the actual inter-
view.

Your perticipation in this study will greatly assist in analyzing the
present problems facing elementary school principals and in formulat-
ing strategies and programs which will affect those changes most ap-
propriate for improving the leadership in our elementary schools. To
the extent that this can be accomplished, the schools will more closely
serve the needs of our children and our society. -
It is our hope that you will participate in this study. Please complete
the enclosed form and return it in th envelop provided at your earliest
convenience.

Sincerely,

Gerald L. Becker
Associate Director
National Elementary Principals Study

L
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5

PrincirAL ACCEPTANCE ForM
PLEASE RETURN REGARDLESS OF CHOICE

NAME .- e eeee— SCHOOL.._.

CITY S . STATE I

[ am willing to participate in this study of the elementary princi-
pal. (Complete information below)

To facilitate advanced travel scheduling of our interview team, we have
tentat..ely scheduled an appointment with you (subject to your con-
firmation of willingness to participate) for ._.... :

in your office.

This time will be satisfactory. Yes.... No.....

A more satisfactory time would be___......__. S —

FLEASE CHECK THE APPROPRIATE CLASSIFICATION FOR YOUR SCHOOL ;

I. A school in an inner-core of a metropolitan center
(50.000 inhabitants or more).

eeeemeeee 11, A school in an outer-core of a metropolitan center
(50,000 inhabitants or more).

e TII. A school in a suburban area (25,000 to 50,000 inhabi-
tants on the fringe of a metropolitan area).

e, IV A school in an intermediate size population area

(15,000 to 25,000 inhabitants).

e V. \A school in a small population center (2,500 to 15,000
‘ \mhabitaﬁts)

. VI. A school i a rural population area (less than 2,500
inhabitants).
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